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SENATE. i
‘Tursoay, February 15, 1921.
(Legislative day of Menday, February 14, 1921.)

The Senate met at I1 o’clock a. m., on the expiration of the
recess.
WAMING A PRESIDING OFFICER,

The Secretary (George -A. Sanderson) read the following
comniunication :
Tae Uxi1TED STATES SENATE,
Washington, D. C., Febrwary 1o, 1921,
Mo the SexaTE: sy s

Beéing temporarily absent from ‘the Benate, I appolnt Houn, CEARLES
CurTis, n Benator from the Htate of Kams to ‘perform the duties of
the Lhair for the remainder of this legislative

A-mr B. Coarmixs,
President pro tempors,

Mr. CURTIS thereupon toek the chair as Presiding Officer.
CALL OF THE -ROLL.
Mr. KING. NMr. President, I suggest the absence of n quorum,.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
Toll.
The reading clerk called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

Ashurst Gooding McCumber Smith, 8. C,
Brandes Bolx Milnar Specer

randegee McLean
Calder Harris AMeNary Stanley
‘Capper Harrisen Moses SBterling
Coli Heflin Nelson Sutherland
Culberson Henderson New Swanson
Curtis Johnson, Callif. Overman Thomas

o Jones, Wash, Phipps Townsend

1lingham '{ollogf Pittman Trammell
Edge Kendrick Poindexter Underwood

1kins Renyon Pomerene Walsh, Mass,

roald Keyes ‘Ransdell Walsh, Mont,
F tlll::;rhum Knox Sh rd gﬁm

re! . eppa ]
Gay La Follette Bimmons Willis
‘Gerry Lenroot Bmith, Ariz. Wolcott
‘Glass ‘Lodge Smith, Ga.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Beventy-one Senators have re-
sponded. A quorum is present.

CREDENTIALS.

Mr. LODGE presented the credentials of Wirnraa P. DinriNg-
FAn, elected o Senator from the State of Vermont for the term
of six years beginning on March 4, 1921, which were read and
sordered to be filed, as follows:

Brare or VErRMONT,

This i8 to certify that on the 24 day of November, 1820, WirLiAM P,
“DILLINGEAM was duly elected by the pzﬂe of ‘the State ¢f ‘Vermont a
Benator from said State to Tepres State in ‘the Senate of the
{,Irnitelfl ?é‘%ﬁ“ for the term ot six years, beginning on the 4th day of

are

Witness his exceltmcy our governor, James Hattness, and our seal
Bereto: a{{ﬂx«dlat Montpelier this 10th day of February, In the year of
our Iy

By the governor:
[sBAL] Hanny A. Brack
Secretary of State.

DEFICIEN CIES TN POSTAL ‘SERVICE, 1020 (8. poC.'N0. 293).

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate a com-
amunication from ‘the Secrétury of the Treasury, t
‘two communications from ‘the Postmaster General submitting | ce
deficiency estimates of appropriations in the total sum of
'$1,895,500 required by the Postal Service for ‘the fiscal year
1920, which were referred to ‘the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

CLATM OF THE PAWNEE THIBE OF INDIANS OF OKLAHOMA (8. DOC.
NO. 805.)

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the ‘Senate a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting
a communication from the Secretary of the Interior submitting
4 supplemental estimafe of appropriation in the sum wof
-$312,811.27, with interest thereon from September 3, 1920, at
the rate of 5 per eent per annum, in full settlement of the claim
of the Pawnee Tribe of Indiang, of Oklahema, ete., which was
re;irm-wred to the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be
printed.

STATIONERY FOR INTERIOR DEPARTAMENT, 1920 (8. BOC. N0. 392).

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the :Semite a com-
munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
communication ‘from the Secretary of the Interior submiltting

a supplemental estimate of approprintion in the sum of $40,000
'requimd for stationery, fiscdl year 1921, which was referred to
the Commnilttee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed. |

James HARTRESS,

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO,

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE FOR DISTRICT GOVERNMENT (8. DOC.
NO. 394).

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before the Senate n com-
‘munication from the Secretary of the Treasury, transmitting a
communication from the Commissioners of the District of Co-
lumbia submitting a supplemental estimate of appropriation in
the sum of §417,602 required hy the government of the District
of 'Columbia for the fiscal year 1921, which wus referred to the
Committee en Appropriations and ortdered to be printed.

AIESSAGE ‘FROM THE HOUSE.,

A message from the House of Representatives, by W. H.
Overhue, its assistant enrolling elerk, announeed that the House
had passed a bill (H. R. 15975) making appropriations for the
naval service for the fiscal year ending June 80, 1922, and for
gther purposes, in ‘which it requested the concurrence of the

enate,

The messnge nlso anpounced that the House had passed a
Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 472) making an appropriation ‘to
continue the valuation of the property of carriers, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate,

The message further communicated to the Senate the resolu-
tions of the House unanimously adopted as a tribute ‘to ‘the
memory of Hon. THoxas Stapies Manrtiv, late a Senator from
the State of Virginia.

PETITIONS AND AEMORIALS,
Mr. LODGE presented resolutions of Michael 8. Walsh

Council of American Association for the Recognition of the

Irish Republic, of Norwood ; Michael Davitt Council of American
Association for the Recognition of the Irish Republic, of At-
lantic; and Michael Davitt Council of American Association for
the Recogmition of the Trish Republie, of Boston, all in the
State of Massachusetts, protesting against ‘the deportation of
the lord mayor of Cork, Iréland, Donal J. Callaghan, which
were referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations.

He also presented a resolution of St. James Parish, and
sundry ‘Catholic societies, of Taunton, Mass., remonstrating
against the enactment of legislation ereating n department of
education, '‘which was referred to the Oommittee on Hducation
and Labor.

‘He also prezented memorials of the Ladies' Catholic Benevo-
lent Association, of Dorchester, and sundry -citizens of North
Uxbridge, all in the Btate of Massachusetts, remonstrating
against ‘the enactment of legislation creating a department of
education, which were réferred to the Commiitee on Education
and Labor.

He also presented a resolution of the ‘City Counecil of Fitch-
burg, Mass,, favoring legislation to reduce 'the retail price of
cvoal and prevent unreasonable increases in the future, which
was referred to the Committee on Interstate Commerce.

Mr. WARREN presented a resolution 'of the Rotary Club of
Casper, Wyo., favoring united action by the United States and

other ‘Christian Governments to stop Turkish atrocities, which
was referred to the Committee on Foreign Relations,

Mr. WALSH of Montana presented a joint resolution of the

| Legislature of Montana, which was ordered to lie on the ‘table,
| as follows :

USTIED ‘STATES OF AMRERICA,
State of Montana, 88:

I, C. T. Btewart, of state of the State of Montana, do hereby

thdt the following .is a true E:d correct copy of an act entltlad
A Joint resolution rmﬂﬂng the Senators and' resentatives of the
Btate of Montana In* sl;um of 'the Unlted Btates to lend “thelr
as the Chsnherhln»ﬁdrthnr bill,
‘additional sums of money for e ald in the construc-
tion ¢f ‘post roads and for uthar ? enncted “ﬁ the seventeenth
uuslon nt he Iffl.nlaun Assembly of the State of ontana, and ap-
governor of snld State, on the Sth day of

ng before Congress, known
lating to the appropristion of
Eedl.'ml

mr‘y. 1021,
In testh:nouy whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the

m‘gg =eal of tate
ne at the city ot t!emm ‘the capital of sald State, this Oth day
¢f February, A.'D.'1
[sEAL.] C. . Snwau’r
Becretary of amte.
By Criprord L. WALK

Depum
Bensate joint resolution 4.
TIatroduced by Slegfriedt.]

A joint resolution ‘requesting ‘the Senators and Representatives of
the Stan;o oi Montana in he Con sn ot ﬂm Ualted Staées to len(}‘ their
pgol‘t ng before Congress,

us i m% thur h{ g to the apprgorprint!alrzxo“cr:]i

additional sums of money for extend lng Federal aid in ‘the construe-

‘tion ‘of post roads and for other purposes.

TWhereas there is now pending before the Congress of the Unlted States
certain Dbills for the approprinting ot tional sums for J?\ederal
aid In the construction of post roads, and for -other urposea, and
Which said bills are designated the Chamberlain-hf ur bl and
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Whereas the method of expending moneys of the United States for
the construction of post roads in the United States and within the
boundaries of the State of Montana, is ugon a basis of equal amounts
of money being expended by the Federal Government, together with
the State and county, which method has resulted in burdening the
several counties of the State of Montana to a greater extent than is
deemed just and proportionate ; and

Whereas the allotment of mon:ly made by the Federal Government under
the existing laws for Federal aid in the construction of road projects
within the State of Montana has not at the present time been used
because and on account of the inability of the State of Montana and
the several counties therein to ralse b
s?&ﬂci?t tc:1 equal the requirements of the present existing Federal
aid act; an

Whereas the Chamberlain-McArthur bfll now before Congress will
afford additional sums of money for the construction of highways
within the State of Montana, as well as in the forest reserves, Indian
reservations, and across the Government lands still unoccupied within
the State of Montana; and

‘Whereas the provisions of the Chamberlain-McArthur bill will aid and
assist the several counties of the State of Montana, and the State
itself, in meeting the requirements of the Federal aid ¥roject for
construction of roads and highways: Now, therefore, be i
Resolved by the Senate of the Seventeenth Legislative Assembly of the

State of Montana (the IHouse of Representatives concurring therein),

That we do urge upon the honorable Benators and Representatives in

the Congress of the United States from the State of Montana, that they

use all honorable means for the Fassage of the Chamberlain-McArthur

Act, to the end that the State of Montana may be aided and assisted

in the construction of roads and bi?waga in groportlon to the amount

of lands owned by the State with those owned by the Federal Govern-
ment; and be it further
Resolved, That coples of this resolution be forwarded by the secretary

appropriation an amount

+ of the Btate of Montana to each of the honorable Senators and Repre-

sentatives in the Congress of the United States, and to the Senate and
House of Representatives of the Congress of the United States.
Nerson Srtomy, Jr.,
President of the Senate,
Bpeaker Pf r;ir ﬁ R t
pea o ¢ House pro tempore.
Approved February 8, 1921, r #
Jos. M. DixoN, Governor,

Filed February 0, 1921, at 9.15 o'clock a. m.

C. T. STEWART, Sccretary of State.

Mr. MYERS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of Park
County, Mont., remonstrating against the enactment of legisla-
tion increasing the duty on wrapper tobacco, which was referred
to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. WILLIS presented memorials of sundry citizens of Bur-
kettsville; sundry citizens of Mercer County; St. Joseph Court,
No. 433, Catholic Order of Foresters, of Columbus; Ladies’
Auxiliary No. 168, of Knights of St. John, of Cincinnati;
Catholic Community League, of Zanesville; executive com-
mittee of the Archdiocesan Union of the Holy Name Society, of
Cinecinnati; Conneaut Council, No. 267, Knights of Columbus,
of Conneaut; St. George Commandery, No. 98, Knights of
St. John, of Columbus; St. Augustine Branch, No. 49, the
Catholic Knights of Ohio, of Cincinnati; and the Holy Cross
Court, No. 1456, Catholic Order of Foresters, of Columbus; all
in the State of Ohio, remonstrating against the enactment of
legislation creating a department of education, which were
referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES.

Mr. GRONNA, from the Committee on Agricnlture and Fores-
try, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 10311) to further
amend section 8 of an act entitled “An act for preventing the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of adulterated or mis-
branded or poisonous or deleterious foods, drugs, medicines,
and liquors, and for regulating traffic therein, and for other pur-
poses,” approved June 30, 1906, as amended by the act approved
March 3, 1913, reported it with amendments.

Mr. DILLINGHAM, from the Committee on Immigration, to
which was referred the bill (H. R. 14461) to provide for the
protection of the citizens of the United States by the temporary
suspension of immigration, and for other purposes, reported it
with an amendment, and submitted a report (No. 789) thereon.

Mr. TRAMMELL, from the Committee on Claims, to which
was referred the bill (S, 3129) for the relief of Louisa Frow, re-
ported it with an amendment and submitted a report (No. 790)
thereon.

He also, from the same committee, to which was referred the
bill (8. 4637) for the relief of Griffith L. Johnson, reported it
favorably without amendment and submitted a report (No.
T701) thereon,

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Claims, to which were
referred the following bills and joint resolution, reported them
severally without amendment and submitted reports thereon :

:? bill (8. 2838) for the relief of Philip S. Everest (Rept. No.
T02) 5

A bill (H. IR. 646) for the relief of Perry E. Borchers because
of losses suffered, due to destruction of property and termina-
tion of contract for services because of smallpox, while in the
employ of the Navy Department in Cuba (Rept. No. 793) ;

A Bill (H. R. 1035) for the relief of the widow of Joseph C.
Akin (Rept, No, 794) ;

A bill (H. R. 6414) for the relief of Herman W. Schallert
(Rept. No. T95) ;

A bill (H. R. 8647) for the relief of the owners of the Ameri-
can schooner William H. Sumner (Rept. No. T96) ;

A bill (H. R. 9840) for the relief of Capt. E. V. Dickson
(Rept. No. 797) ;

A bill (H. R, 10598) for the relief of the First National Bank
of Sharon, Pa. (Rept. No. T08) ;
1.\'A Lgsl'l) (H. R. 11945) for the relief of W. C. Stewart (Rept.
No. T 3

A bill (H. R. 12005) for the relief of Henry P. Corbin (Rept.
No. 800) ; and

A joint resolution (H. J. Res. 215) authorizing the legal heirs
of certain officers of the United States Coast Guard who lost
their lives when the Coast Guard cutter Tampa was destroyed
in Bristol Channel September 26, 1018, to receive pay and allow-
ances that would have accrued to said officers (Itept. No. 801).

Mr. SPENCER, from the Committee on Military Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (S. 4894) to provide longevity
pay for Reserve officers and National Guard officers serving
under orders of the War Department, reported it favorably with-
out amendment and submitted a report (No. 802) thereon.

STANDARD AMERICAN DREDGING CO.

Mr. McCUMBER introduced a bill (8. 5012) for the relief of
the Standard American Dredging Co., which was read twice by
its title and referred to the Committee on Claims.

RESTORATION OF ALIEN PROPERTY.

Mr. KING introduced a bill (8. 5013) to amend an act en-
titled “An act to define, regulate, and punish trading with the
enemy, and for other purposes,” approved October 6, 1917, as
amended, which was read twice by its title. :

Mr. KING. Mr, President, in supporting the proposition to
return the alien property seized by the Alien Property Cus-
todian I do not abate my faith in the League of Nations or
abandon the view that the United States will sooner or later
become a member of the league. It is, however, apparent that
the Versailles treaty in its present form will not be ratified by
the Senate. Whether ratified or nof, I believe that the prop-
erty belonging to German and Austrian nationals seized under
the trading with the enemy act should be restored to those to
whom it belongs.

The Versailles treaty imposed the obligation upon the German
Government to compensate its nationals for the property which
had been seized under the act of Congress. I believe that there
was no intention when Congress passed the trading with the
enemy act to deprive alien enemies of title to their property.
It was not a confiseatory act. I believe it was the thought of
Congress that the property should be held or sequestered until
the termination of the war and that ultimately it would be
returned to those from whom it had been taken.,

The entire matter of disposing of the seized property rests
with Congress. I am in favor of enacting an appropriate law
under which ftransfer of the sequestered property may Dbe
effectuated.

It is clear that a commission possessing judicial powers must
be created and authorized to pass upon the claims which would
be filed for the return of the property now held by the Alien
Property Custodian., Undoubtedly there would be such con-
flicting claims that the United States would be compelled for
its own protection to dispose of claims before the return of the
&mpegy to those who may be adjudged to be legally entitled

ereto.

Our Government has always taken advanced ground with re-
spect to private property seized during periods of war. In the
treaty of 1782 between the United States and Great Britain it
was declared that it was “ unjust and impolitic that debts and
engagements contracted and made by individuals having con-
fidence in each ether and in the respective Governments should
ever be destroyed or impaired by national authority on ac-
count of national differences and discontent.” Property of
Tories had been confiscated by the Colonies, but the Unifed
States by treaty provided that the collection of debts by British
subjects should meet with no lawful impediment, and a policy
was announced that the private property of subjects of the hel-
ligerent nations should not be confiscated unless it was contra-
band of war. Alexander Hamilton defended this policy in argu-
ments which excited the admiration of the publicists in his day,
and they are still regarded as unanswerable.

In the treaty of 1785 between the United States and Prussia,
drawn by Franklin and proposed by the American commission-
ers, John Adams, Franklin, and Jefferson, it was provided that
in the event of war between the contracting parties the na-
tionals of the belligerent nations engaged in certain occupations
“ ghall be alowed to continue in their respective employments
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and shall not he molested in their presence; nor shall their
houses or goods be burned or otherwise destroyed nor their
fields wasted by the armed forces of the enemy in whose power,
by the events of war, they may happen to fall.” This was a
clear exemption from hostile molestation or seizure of the per-
sons, occupations, houses, or goods of certain aliens residing
in the belligerent nations, This provision of the treaty was
continued in the treaty of 1828 hetween the United States and
Prussia. Chief Justice Marshall, in the case of Brown .
United States (18 Cranch, 109), states that * there can be no
reason for maintaining that the public faith is more entirely
pledged for the security of the property intrusted in the terri-
tory of the Nation in time of peace if it be accompanied by its
owner than if it be confided to the care of others.”

It is true that international-law writers have declared that
war gives the sovereign the right to take the persons and con-
fiscate the property of the enemy wherever found. But this
rigid rule has been mitigated and has never received the sane-
tion of the American people. I recall that Mr, Justice Clifford
of the Supreme Court of the United States, in a case decided in
that court, stated:

In former times the right to confiscate debts was admitted as an
acknowledged doctrine of the law of nations, and in strictness it may
gtill be said to exist, but it may well be considered as a naked and
impolitic right condemned by the enlightened conscience and judgment
of modern times,

Alexander Hamilton, in discussing the treaty between the
TUnited States and Great Britain, said:

No powers of language at my command can express the abhorrence I
feel at the idea of violating the propeng of individuals which, in an
authorized intercourse in time of peace, has been confided to the faith
of our Government and laws, on account of controversies between na-
tion and nation. * * *

The Constitution of the United States declares that private
property shall not be taken for public use without just com-
pensation, and while it may be argued that this provision has no
application to the property of aliens whose country is at war
with the United States, nevertheless the spirit of this consti-
tutional provision should be invoked to preserve such property
from confiscation. In my opinion, the present rule of interna-
tional law prohibits the confiscation of individual alien property
found in belligerent nations at the outbreak of war, and it seems
clear that the treaty between the United States and Prussia
in spirit, if not in terms, protects the property of the nationals of
each country in the event of war between those nations. The
United States for many years has insisted upon exemption of
all private property, not contraband of war, from hostile treat-

~ment. At The Hague conferences the American delegates were
instructed to secure the adherence of the participants in the
conferences to that principle and policy.

Mr. Choate, speaking for the United States at The Hague in
June, 1907, urged the assembled nations to udopt this proposi-
tion:

The private preperty of all citizens or subjects of the signatory
powers, with the exception of contraband of war, shall be exempt from
capture or seizure on the high sea by the armed vessels or by the
ml'll.lta.ry forces of any of the sald signatory powers. But nothing
herein contained shall extend exemption from seizure to vessels and
their ecargoes which may attempt to enter a port blockaded by the
naval forces of any of the sald powers.

The United States, for many years, has welcomed aliens to
our shores and has invited peoples of other lands to make in-
vesiments in our country. Billions of dollars of foreign capital
has been invested in the United States. Railroads have been
built, smelters erected, and factories and plants constructed,
with eapital supplied by persons who did nor live under our
flag, and were not citizens of our country. We welcomed Ger-
man capital to America and it was employed in the develop-
ment of our industries and contributed to our national pros-
perity. At the time of the outbreak of hostilities between the
United States and Germany, there were hundreds of millions of
dollars of German capital invested in the United States. Under
the trading with the enemy act this property was seized.
This preperty Belongs to many thousands of people residing in
Germany. Some of this property has been sold and the pro-
ceeds used for the purchase of Liberty bonds, but either the
property or the proceeds derived from its sale, is in the hands
of the Alien Property Custodian. It has not been confiscated
or destroyed. It has been preserved during the war. We are
now confronted with the question as to whether we shall retain
the property or return it to its owners. It is stated by some
that Americans have been wronged by Germany, that American
ships have been sunk upon the high seas, and that Amerieans
have lost their lives from wanton submarine attacks. All this
is frue, and Germany should be made to pay for these injuries
and wrongs, But wrongs of the German Government do not
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in my opinion warrant the confiscation of the private property
of German nationals. It would be * unjust and impolitic " and
would contravene those higher conceptions of international
morality and international duty which should obtain among
nations in this enlightened age. The Government of the United
States from the beginning has declared confiscation and seques-
tration to be impolitic and unwise and has sought to obtain the
acceptance of that view by all civilized nations.

I have accordingly prepared a bill which will, if enacted into
law, result in the return of the property held by the Alien
Property Custodian to the owners of the same.

The bill is in the form of an amendment t6 the trading with
the enemy act. This is done because its provisions are sup-
plementary to and are related 1o certain sections of that act.

The bill sets up a commission with judicial powers to deter-
mine the rights of claimants to the property which was captured
and seized by the Alien Property Custodian under the trading
with the enemy act. The general structure and powers of the
commission are based upon the precedent of the Spanish Claims
Commission, which was created by Congress to adjudicate
claims under the treaty of Paris, which concluded the war
between the United States and Spain in 1898,

Sections 1 to 26, inclusive, prescribe the organization of the
commission, its powers, and the procedure to be followed. The
bill then provides for the return of property or the proceeds
from the sale of property seized by the Alien Property Custodian
to the several owners thereof, excepting property belonging to
the Governments of Germany, Austria, and Hungary, or to the
former Government of Austria-Hungary, Claims for the return
of this property or of the proceeds of sales thereof are to be
filed within one year after the organization of the commission,
and claims not filed within such n time are to be barred.

In all eases the costs of administration and liquidation and
other lawful expenses of the Alien Property Custodian are to be
deducted or otherwise satisfied before property or proceeds are
returned fo the claimants, The payment ordered by the commis-
sion eperates as a full acquittance and discharge of the Alien
Property Custodian, the Treasurer of the United States, and
the United States in respect fo any claim for or interest in such
property, proceeds, or money, or compensation for damage aris-
ing from the capture or administration of such property under
the trading with the enemy act.

The commission is not to be appointed until after the declara-
tion of peace between the United States and Germany, Austria,
and Hungary, or the former Government of Austria-Hungary,
and it is expected that the stipulations of peace will make ample
arrangements for the payment of claims held by American eciti-
zens against the Governments of these countries for damages
suffered both before and after the declaration of war by the
United States.

I move that the bill be referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

The motion was agreed to.

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS.

Mr. JONES of Washington submitted an amendment proposing
to appropriate $100,000 for emergency expenditures incident to
the disposal of wind-thrown and intermingled or adjoining tim-
ber on the Olympic National Forest and for emergency measures
necessary to protect from fire the timber on that forest, including
the repair and construction of roads, fire lines, trails, telephone
lines, ete., intended to be proposed by him to the general defi-
ciency appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

Mr. TOWNSEND submitted an amendment providing that the
river and harbor act approved March 2, 1919, be amended by
eliminating the requirements of a deed to the United States of
the docks extending from E to F and a strip 75 feet wide meas-
ured back from the face of such docks, ete., touching the matter
of completing Improvement of Alpena Harbor, intended to be
proposed by him to the river and harbor appropriation Dbill,
which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

Mr. BORAH submitted an amendment authorizing the Presi-
dent to invite the Governments of Great Britain and Japan to
send representatives to a conference with a view to entering into
an understanding or agreement by which the naval building
program of the Governments of the United States, Great Britain,
and Japan shall be substantially reduced annually during the
next five years, intended to be proposed by him to the naval
appropriation bill, which was referred to the Committee on
Naval Affairs and ordered to be printed.

Mr. MOSES submitted an amendment proposing to uappro-
priate $79,758.890 for dry dock and accessories at the Norfolk
(Va.) Navy Yard, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the
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gencral deficiency appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Approprintions and ordered to be printed.

Mr. ENOX submitted an amendment proposing to increase the
appropriation for military post exchanges, efc, from $150,000
to £550,000, and providing that not less than $200,000 of said
sam shall be spent for the employment of corps area and depart-
ment supervisors of women's relations, hostesses at Army
posts, and travel expenses of said personnel, infended to be
proposed by him tfo the Army appropriation bill, which was re-
ferrred to the Committee on Military Affairs and ordered to be
priunted. .
AMENDMENT TO EMERGENCY TARIFF BILL.

Mr, JOHNSON of California submitted the following amend-
ment intended to be proposed by him to House bill 15275, the
emergency tarifl bill, which was ordered to lie on the table and
be printed :

after line 24, inse follow as A paragraph :

9?" ,8%0- R?.'rmts ?wr pmrxtndﬂ-mhuop exti::‘ct. s&gsww me + hop

Jupulin, §4.80 per pound ; kop ofl, $16 per fiuid onnce.”

v FREIGHT RATES ON PERISHABLE PRODUCTS.

Mr. TRAMMELL submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
451), which was ordered to lie over under the rule:

Rezolved, That the Interstate Commerce Committes of the Senate be,
and it is hersby, re«lmted tcf investigate the present high freight rates
being char on citros fruits, ve bles, and other perishable farm
| products, with a_view to bringing about early legislation that will result
'in a reduction of the existing freight rates on such perishable produocts.

HOUSE BILL REFERRED.

The pill (H. R. 15975) making appropriations for the naval
gervice for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1922, and for other
purposes, was read twice by its title and referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs.

COLORED TROOPS IN THE FRENCH ARMY (8. DOC. KO. 307).

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, T desire to ask permission to
have printed as a Senate document a report from the State
Department which has heen sent to the Committee on Foreign
Relations relating to the colored troops in the French Army.
I suggest that this be done merely as an act of comity and
justice to a friendiy nation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection? The Chair
hears none, and it is go ordered.

DISTRICT COURT FOR ALASKA.

Mr. KELLOGG. I move that the House of Representatives
Be requested to return to the Senate the message of the Senate
of February 9, 1921, announcing its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the House to the bill (S, 4205) to amend section 4,
chapter 1, of Title I of an act entitled “An act making further
provision for a civil government for Alaska, and for other pur-
poses,” approved June 6, 1900, as heretofore amended by sec-
tion 2 of an act entitled “An act to amend section 86 of an
act to provide a government for the Territory of Hawaii, to
provide for additional judges, and for other judicial pur-
poses,” approved March 3, 1809, and for other purposes, and
asking a conference with the House on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon together with the bill and the amend-
ment of the House thereto.

The motion was agreed to.

EMERGENCY TARIFF.

AMr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I ask for the regular order.
 The Senate; as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
| sideration of the bill (H. R. 15275) imposing temporary duties

upon certain agricultural products to meet presest emergencies,
to provide revenue, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The pending amendment will
be stated. [

The REapIse CrERk. The pending amendment is the amend-

ment of the senfor Senator from Utah [Mr. Saroor] proposed
as a substitute for the amendment reported by the Committee

on Finance:

In lien of the amendment proposed by the committee relating to
sgagar, sirups of cane julee, ete. embraced in lnes 13, page 4, n
to and ineluding line 16, page 5, Insert the following:

Sugars, tank bottoms, sirups of came juice, melada, concentrated
melada, concrete and concentrated molagses, testing by the polsrlncn}pe
not above 75°, seventy-one one-hundredths of 1 cent per and, and for

tlonal degree shown by the polariscopic test, wenty-six one-
thousandths of 1 cent per nd additional, and fractions of a degree
{n proportion ; molasses ng not abave 40°, 15 per cent ad valorem ;
testing above 40° and not abeve 56°, Eancmts per gallon ; testing above
bB6®, 4} cents per gallon; sugar dra gs and sugar sweepings shall
be subject to duty as molasses or sugar, as the case ma be, aceordin
to D.“‘“”‘“gf fe tte:ti':he Thntt th% ?ln?y“i in tgg wagergnh én i

n rates of duty impo on such sugar e
f:;s.nn;g shall in no manner affect or impair such existing Im:m .

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, just prior to the recess last
.evening the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuaBER] pro-

pounded one or two queries to the Senator from Rhode Island

[Mr, Gerey] which go to the very heart of the subject wmler
discussion. To my mind the queries ave susceptible of perfectly
clear and satisfactory reply, which will depend upon the point
of view cne takes of the taxing power of the Govermment.

The Senator from North Dakota is an ungualified advocate of
the protective principle. He believes thoroughly in the doctrine
of protection for protection’s sake, and the questions which he
propounded are, therefore, susceptible of but one answer from
the protection standpoint. If it is the duty of the Government
to tax evervbody for the benefit of everbody else, and that is
what protection for protection’s sake means if it means any-
thing, then the logic of the Senator from North Pakota Is irre-
sistible and the farmer should share in whatever plunder pro-
tection can secure.

No man can deny from his standpoint that if the Rhode
Island manufacturer is to be protected from foreign competi-
tion the producer should be similarly protected. That is the
only possible method of establishing any sort of equity in the
application of the protective principle to the business and the
industries of the country.

But fto those who believe that protection should be an inci-
dent to the revenue-raising powers of the Government the an-
swer must be an entirely different one, which, therefore, de-
pends entirely upon the point of view.

The need of the Government for revenue early found expres-
sion in statutes levying duties upon imports, the purpose then
being, ostensibly at least, to seeure needed revenues for Gov-
ernment purposes. If, therefore, that be the basis for the exer-
clse of the taxing power, then the laws should be limited to
those commodities which, if brought into the country, would
vield a public revenue. Upon that assumption the existing law,
devoted as far as possible to the revenue theory, imposes duties
upon manufactured products coming in competition with those
of Rhode Island, not to protect the Rhode Island manufac-
turer but to obtain revenue for the Government. There is, of
course, an Incidental protection due to the imposition of the
duty, but that is an unescapable consequence of levying it.

Hence, if it be true that the power of the Government {o levy
taxes rests upon its need for revenue, taking into consideration
nothing else, then the query propounded by the Senator from
North Dakota [My. McCuamser] must be answered in the nega-
tive. To my mind the distinction is perfectly apparent.

Before I resume my seat, Mr. President, I wish fo refer
briefly to the speech of the junior Senator from Texas [Mr,
SueppARD] on yesterday, calling the attention of the Senate to
the legislation of July 1, 1812, regarding the then existing tarifl.
He said:

Legislation ought to have been enacted long ago to prevent such
precipitate and so one-sided a decline,

Having reference to the precipitate and one-sided decline in
agricultural products. Of course, that assumes that the Con-

has the power to legislate and by legislation to prevent
the decline of prices. That is a fundamental defect in the argu-
ment. When prices are falling all the world over, when the
debauch is followed by the reaction the Senator might as well
try to legislate against the headache of “the morning after™
as to legislate against the operation of natural economic Inws.
It is an assumption, Mr. President, and a false assumption,
which, however, is made as well by the people of the United
States, for the reason that we have educated them inte the
belief. nay, into the conviction, that whatever goes wrong with
them 1s due to imperfoct legislation or the absence of legislation,
and may be rectified by a statute; in other words, the “ be it
enacted ” of a legislative assembly is asserted to be the cure-all
and the end-all in human effort and in human conditions.

The Senator from Texas refers to the act of July 1, 1812, as a
precedent for the bill we are now considering. We are told that
on that date—
the Democratic Pae%emctnd a tarllf law levying duties of 100 Eﬁr cent
In addition to all ting duties on imports, coverl 11 mannfactured
and agricnitural articles with bnt very few ex

I do npot think the Senator has read that statote very care-
fully or he would not have made that statement. In the first
place, it was a war measure; it was not designed to interfere
with prices or to bring relief to classes. We had previously de-
clared war against Grent Britain. At that tfime the ad valorem
percentage of existing duty, if my recollection does not decelve
me, was less than 10 per cent. The effect of that act was simply

to increase the duties 100 per cent, which would make them still
20 per cent, or about one-half of the prevailing
centages of the present Underwood tariff law. It was aimed at
British frade. The condition of belligerency consequent upon
our declaration that a state of war existed naturally and neces-
garily suggested such legislation as might cripple the enemy.

ad valorem per-
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It was not designed to relisve any class or to control the prices
of any commodity.

The Senator from Texas further says that this increase cov-
ered “all manufactured and agricultural articles with but very
few exceptions.” On the contrary, the act was by its very terms
expressly limited to those articles upon which the existing duties
were imposed. At that time we had not progressed so far as to
assume that a prohibitive tax, a duty levied upon agricultural
products, would aid the industry. That is a subsequent political
development, The Senator, I think, will seareh the laws in foree
on July 1, 1812, in vain for the inclusion of any agricultural
product. To cite that statute, therefore, a war measure, a
revenue measure, a measure confined to the articles upon which
duties were then imposed, as a precedent for the enactment of
such extraordinary and remarkable legisiation as embodied in
this bill is to cite a precedent for which there is no justifieation.
It is no precedent at all.

The Senator, however, goes on to say:

It was provided In this law that it should continue as long as the war
chounld last, and a year afterwards,

That is true. The act was repealed on the 3d of March, 1815,
and if the Senator can discover that its operation benefited a
single farmer in the United States, then I will confess my error,
and we should give it due consideration in our disposition of the
pending measure.

The Senator from Texas having committed himself to the
protection theory—and let me say to him that he can not favor
protection for the farmer and deny protection to the mmnufae-
turer; he can not blow hot and cold upon this subject; the
Senator from North Dakota is right; one must be either fish,
flesh, or fowl wupon this great economic problem; and the
moment a Democratic Senator commits hinrself to the doctrine
of protection for the benefit of the farmer he must not expect
to restrict his apostasy to a single class or a single product.
Sovoner or later he must apply that principle all along the line
or recant his abandonment of its opposite. The Senator says:

As for me, I have dedicated myself to the especial service of agri-
culture, with the conviction that in serving agriculture 1 serve t%:'{s
Nsation in a truer sense than would be the case with any other division
of American industry.

If he means that, he is no longer a Senator of the United
States. The needs of the Nation, whatever they nmy be, how-
ever vast or insistent, are subordinated and must be subordi-
nated by the Senator to the agricultural interest of the coun-
try, as he sees it. He is no longer even a Senator from the
State of Texas; he can not represent all the varied interests
and industries of the population of that State if he proposes
here, as he says he does, to dedicate himself to one particular
interest. Indeed, I think when a man makes such a declaration
in this Chamber he ceases to be n Senator at all; he simply be-
comes 1 delegate, not a walking delegate but a rubber-stanmp
delegate, who proposes to place the seal of his approval upon
those mensures and a disapproval against those measures which
a single interest informs him may be favorable or unfavorable
to that interest. Mr. President, whenever a majority of the
Aembers of this body so dedicate and declare themrselves there
will be no longer need for the continued existence of the Senate.
It will then become a distinet and dangerous obstacle to the
public welfare,

I try to represent the farmers of my State as best I can; I
try also to represent the working elements of my State; I
try to represent the business elements of my State, the pro-
ductive elements, all the elements, all classes and conditions
of our men and women, whatever they may be. If I properly
understand my duties, they sent me here for that purpose, and
although elected by a majority of the people I became by virtue
of my election the spokesnran for and the representative of both
those who sent me here and those who thought that some one
else was better fitted for the position.

The division of the people of the United States into classes,
associations, and combinations for selfish purposes—and I use
the term in no disrespectful sense—to secure benefits through
legislation is absolutely inconsistent with that unity of purpose
and of progress without which the people of the United States
ean not survive., It is a dissolving, disintegrating influence
which has entered into the very heart and body of our people.
It constitutes a most serious menace to the future of the IRe-
public. When it finds expression in the highest legislative
body in the world, as it did on yesterday afternoonm, then,
indeed, is it time to call a halt and reconsider fundamentals,
economic, social, and political, and determine whether ours is
4 union in faet or a union merely in name.

Mr. President, before I take my seat I desire to introduce as
a part of my remarks an article entitled “Argentina and our
tariff.” This article was published in the New York Times of
Sunday before last, and is from the pen of W. W. Davies, cor-

respondent of La Nacion, Buenos Alres. It gives a graphie
account of the indusirial conditions in Argentina, of the busi-
ness which the United States has been transacting and is trying
to develop with that great Republic, of the effect upon that
business which the difference in exchange has created, and of
the certain consequences which will follow once the emergency
tariff bill becomes a law. It is not surprising to me, because
if there is any sort of legislation which provokes reprisals it is
extreme tariff legislation.

Argentina, Mr, President, has a foreign business mounting
into the hundreds of millions.of dollars. America secured the
greater proportion of it during the war. It is reflected in our
exports to that country, and our exports are reflected in ilie
consequent prosperous business conditions which always follow
the extension of foreign trade.

We are told here that Argentina, in the event of the enact-
ment of this or similar legislation, must necessarily cease to do
business with the United States, must necessarily find markets
elsewhere, and must necessarily unite with other nations against
which we propose to discriminate, and as a result our great
expanding foreign trade with the first country of Sonth Amer-
ica must first languish, then decay, and in all probability dis-
appear.

It that were all, the result would be disastrous. When, how-
ever, we consider the resentments, the hatreds, the animosities,
the arousal of all the worst elements of human nature aguinst
us at the very time that we are courting the friendship and
seeking common association with the Republics of the Western
Hemisphere, we can only wonder at the folly and eredulity of
human nature, that it will insist on the enactment of selfish
commercial restrictive legislation at the expense of the com-
merce and the good will of foreign nations.

I ask that this article may be inserted in the Recorn,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. STERLING in the chair).
Without objection, it will be so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

ARGENTINA AND OUR TARIFF.
[By W. W. Davies, correspondent of La Nacion, Buenos Alres.]

There is no more interested spectator of the attempts to revise the
Ameriean tariff in an upward direction than Ar%'eutinn. Every move
in the legislative program at Washington is being followed bg this
Sounth American Republic with intense interest. In %uct. it may be said
that no legislation at Washington for years has been regarded as so
vitally affecting Argentina’s interests as this. The Argentinean re-
gards the emergency tariff legislation as aiming a definite blow at Ar-
gentine exports fo America. More than that, he realizes that if this
measure be passed the blow will be delivered at such an unfaverable
time that it will mean a serious setback to Arﬁontlna‘s external irade,

The reason for Argentina’s attitude is so simple that a schoolboy
could understand it. During the war this great South Armerican Ie-
guhue kept up a steady sup[;ly of exports to countries where they were

adly needed. These exports exceeded Argentina's imports, with the
result that even in the United States Argentine currency was quoted at
a premium. Within the past six months, however, the ﬂ‘orth American
market for the principal exports of Argentina has slumped so badly
that it has not been profitable to continue these exports in large quan-
}ttljles. t'l‘he gmrket ltrell ?u:hh gogamod%ities as wool, Irﬁdes, and sﬁins has
allen to such an exten at Argentina’s export of these goods to the
United States has fallen to a minimum. i i

The inevitable result of this lessening of Argentine exports has been
such a sharp variation in the balance of trade that Argentina’s ex-
chnnfe has suffered badly, One of the results of this has been a very
definite reaction against importations from the United States, Iargely
for the reason that with an exchnn§e 80 unfavorable to Argentina many
of the merchants there were absolutely unable to accept goods when
they arrived from the United States. As a consequence, tremendous
gunntities of exports from North America have been tied up at Buenos

ires, with the onavoidable result of business stagnation and many
commercial failures.

This brings us again to the question of the United States tariff. The
Argentine producer has been looking forward to the time when a re-
vival in buying of such commeodities gs he exports wonld permit the re-
sumption of Argentine exports, even if the bulk of these goods were sold
at a narrow margin of profit. But the anticipated profit was so small
ithat the projeeted tarilf came as a deadly blow to his hopes. He
realized that it would be difficult enough to recommenece these exporta-
tions under any conditions, but with a higher tariff on goods produced
by Argentina the obstacles and difficulties in the way of this trade would
be multiplied a thousandfold. This is the position as we find it to-day.

Thera is in this situation serious food for thought for the Amecriean
exporter. A tariff wall which at first sight appears to have spikes on
only one side is likely on closer inspection to reveal them on both.
Thus, while a higher tarif on such commodities as wool, hides, and
skins would obviously have the effect of tending to shut out importa-
tions from a country like Argentina, it will just as inevitably prevent
the development of exports from the United States to that country. One
of the fundamental principles of foreign trade is that there should be
established, as nearly as possible, a balance between exports to and im-
ports from a given country. The Argentinean obviousiy depends upon
the money be receives for his exporis to pay for the importations of
manufactured articles from the United States. If you cut off the source
of his revenue he clearly ean not spend that revenue, It can therefore
be seen that any artificial legislative measure which would tend to pre-
vent the free flow of goods from Argeniina to the United States would,
in the coﬂrse of time, just as surely block the exports from this country

Argentina.

v Theg main points in Argentina’s attitude on this question may %be
summed up as follows:

1. Argentina depends for her prosperity upon a steady, unlnterrupted
flow of exports.
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2 It has been the policy of the United States to emcourage toraitgn
trade with Seuth American eountries, of which Argontina is one of the
| most important.

8. The basle foundstion of this trade s that, as mearly as possible,
the exportations from the United States to Argentina sheuld be egualized
'by the importations into the United States from that ccunux.

4, The present pertod of stress, caused by the world-wide decline in
prices due to what has been. called the * buyers' strike,” has made the
question of \he disposal of Arg]entina'a produce: a very difficult problem,

b. The solution of that problem appesrs to rest in the normalization
of buying and the conscquent demand in the United States for the
producae of Argentine soil. 5

G. The Argenting Kmd»cer felt that by bravely facing facts and agree-
Ing to cut profits and, in some cases, accept losses, he could, within the
next fow months; help to bring about a restoration of trade which would
reestablish his markel abroad,

7. The projected emergency tariff raises s new and almost impassable
barcier to the normal restoration of that trade.

8. The Argentinean has carnestly u that this tariff should not be

impased. as it would mean a serions setback to the Argentine-American

trade whieh the United States itself has been so assidoously cultivating.

9, It is pointed ount that if such meagures are enadcted by the United
States it will mean that the remarkable growth of trade between these
two countries during the war will be practically lost,

10. There is mueh talk In Argentina of fariff reprisals by that country

t the United States in the event of the new tariff becoming law.

11. Probably the strongest argument of all is that such a measure
would oporate directly against the interests of the Unlted SBtutes by com-
pelling Argentina eventually to transfer a great g:rt'of its trade from
tt)lw iUrm States to Euwnropean competitors unhandicapped by tariff

arriers.

The above brief outline shows the Argentine attitude at a glance. If
any further proof were needed of how seriousiy the merchants of Argen-
tina rezarded this projected tariff legislation, it can be found in expres-
glons of opinion from Buenos Alres. Advices from A tina show that
very strong resoiutions hnve been ?esued urging that the United States
should not proceed with this legislation:

It may be said that the present indications are that the emergency
tarilt legislation will not be passed. This m be so, but it does not
affect the general attitude of Argentina on th queeﬁon. An upward
revision of the tariff in the early stages of the mext session wounld be as
unwelecome in Argentina as the passage of the present Fordney bill
And for the moment it appears that the chances of a higher tariff some
time in the next sesslon are stropg. It is natural enough for the
farmer, and, others, to urge a higher tariff. It has been no secret that
such an upward revision of duties has been assoclated, more or less,
with the platform of the Republican I’arty. But the fact which should
not be lost sight of 18 that the comditions at present are not normal.
The old m}immenl's_ which could be advanced in favor of a tariff, with
some justification in normal times, are by no means so defensible at a
time when foreign exchanges are abnormal. tariff whieh might be
imposed with safoty in normal would be crippling when directed
against foreign countries handicapped by an adverse axchange. There
was n very general hope that these unusual circumstances would be con-
gidered, and that there would at Ieast be ne tinkering with the tariff
during tho present year. It is still reasonable to assume that some of
the best thonght in the Nepublican Party, as well as among the Demo-
crats, will renlize (he very compelling reasons for a pesiponement, if not
an_abandonment, of upward tariff revision,

The final polut to be considered is what the effeet would be on the
future trend of Argentine commerce if the tariff were passed. We have
heard repeated sssurances that America wishes to hold her trade not
only In Argentina Lut in all Seuth America. If a higher tariff barrier
is erected, will not ihe eflect be to drive Argentinhe trade direc inta
the hands of Eurepenn competitors, to the detriment of the United
States? One of the prablems of the future will be to utilize to advan-
tage the merchant marine of America. The ancam'niuueut of foreign
commerce is. the logleal way to find satisfactory work for these ships.
By enac a higher tariff the United States weuld indiveetly, but none
the less effectively, deal two blows at her own interests. She weuld
curtail the aveuues for the satisfnctory employment of her merchant
marine and at the same time play definitely into the hands of her Euro-
pean trade competitors.

Mr. SIMMOXS, Mpr. President, my understanding is that the
matter now before the Senate is the amendment relating to
sugar. Am I correet about that?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The amendinent of the Senator
from Utah [Mr. Saroor] relating to sugar,

AMr: SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not intend to enter into
any discussion with reference to the sugar amendment; but I
do want to clarify to some extent some of the discussion which
took place yesterday, which T think was based upen false
premises and o misunderstanding of the facts upon which the
argument and the conclusion in this matter must necessarily
rest.

First, Mr; President, with reference to the effect of the two
amendments that we have before us now—for we have two. We
have, first, the committee nmendment to the House bill, which
propuses to raise the duty en Cuban centrifugal sugar 3 cents a
pound. Then we have the amendment of the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Saoor] to the smendment of the commities, pro-

. posing to reduce the committee amendment rate from 3 cents a
pound to 1 cent a pound. I am a bif puzzled to understand why
the majority in this Chamber, if the amendment of the Senator

from Utah reflects the sentiment of the majority, have changed:

about upon this question; why they have abandoned their pro-
posal in the committee to add 3 cents a pound to the protection
accorded sugar and are now ready to content themselves with
only 1 cent additional.

In the first discussions of this bill the 3-cent increase was
defended by the proponents of the commitiee amendment. It
was defended and insisted upen by the Senators from Louisiana.
After that amendment had been bombarded in the Senate, and

it had: been shown that if it was adepted sugar would cost the
people of this country hereafter, as long as this proposed meas-
ure remained in force, about $300,000,000 a year mere than it
now costs them, we are suddenly advised that the Lounisiana
sugar producers and the Senators on the other side of this
Chamber are ready to content themselves with increasing the
price to the people of this essential of life $100,000,000 a year.

I refer to that simply for the purpese of showing how care-
lessly and recklessly the cominittee which framed this bill
settled upon the rates it carries and the danger of legislating
in this hasty and ill-considered way with respect to matiers of
vital importance to the people and the country.

The Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCuvainge], by manipu-
lation of figures, asserted at the con¢lusion of his remarks on
yesterday that by far the greater part of the money of the peo-
ple will, under the amendment of the Senator from Utah, go
into the Treasury. Such is not the case. On the conirary,
about an equal ameunt will go, respectively, into the Treasury
and into the peckets of the sugar producers in the United
States and our insular possessions,

Sugar presents an illustration of a ecase where the price of a
product imported into the ecountry fixes the price of the do-
mestie product. Now, it is true that the Government will get
the amount of the additional dufy collected on foreign sugar
sold in this country, and that will go into the Treasury for the
benefit of the people, but the additional amount that will be
paid on the sugar produced in this eountry will be about equal
to that paid on imported sugar, because we produce about half
of what we consume, and that will go to the private benefi-
ciaries of this legislation.

By virtue of the fact that the priee of Cuban sugar regulates,
contrels, and determines the priee of the domestic produet, and
that includes as well sugar produced in our insular possessions,
if this amendment is agreed to the people will have to pay an
additional 1 cent a pound on all the sugar consumed in this
country.

I congratulate the people of this country that the Republican
Party has had a change of heart, and, after discussion, has de-
cided that it will exact of the people in the interest of the cane
and beet sugar producers of this country only an additional
$100,000,000 a year instead of an additional $300,000,000 per
year as was its original purpose and intent. I feel that the
people are entitled to congratulations upon this softening of the
Republican hearts,

Mr. President, there is one other thing to which I wish to
call attention. There has been some suggestion here that the
price of sugar will not be materially enhanced in price as a
result of this increased fax, and that the price will not allow a
reasonable profit, if any, on its produection under existing and
prospective conditions,

Mr, President, I have here the retail and wholesale prices of
sugnr for a nmnber of years past. [ find that the wholesale
price of raw cenfrifugal sugar in New York February 21 was
about § cents a pound.

Mr. SMOOT. That is 98 per cent raw Cuban sugar.

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; that is raw Cuban sugar, 5 cenfs a
pound. I have also the retail price at the same time in New
York, 8% cents a pound. If the amendment had been adopted
as reperted by the ecommittee, the wholesale price of raw sugar
would have been raised from 5 to S cents a pound, and the retail
price would have been raised from Si to 113 cents a pound.

Mr, President, by reason of this softening of the heart of the
beneficiaries and advocates of this legislation it is proposed to
add only 1 cent a pound to the price of sugar. That is what
it will do—just add 1 cent a pound to the present wholesale
price of raw sugar, which is now 5 cents. That would make
raw sugar o little over 6 eents a pound; but we will use round
figures and call it 6 cents a pound. That will be, if this bill
becomes law, the wholesale price of Cuban raw sugar in New
York. Now, the differential between the wholesale price and
the retail price in New York for 1918-19 was about 3} cents
a pound. Now add to the wholesale price of Cuban sugar 3%
cents o pound and you have a retaitl price of sugar of 9} cents
a pound.

Under the original amendment of the committee, when Cuban
sugnr reached 8§ cents a pound this additional duty proposed
was to be suspended. But that is net true of the a dment
to the committee amendment proposed by the Senator from
Utah. He does not provide for the suspension of this duty,
however high the priee of Cuban sugar may go.

I do not say that is a joker. I do not say that that is the
change in the situation whieh has caused the Louisiana Sena-
tors so readily to acquiesce in the reduction of 66§ per cent in
the protection that they had demanded and thought they were
about to secure; but I do say that it is very signiieant; that if
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it was theught necessary to impose a provision suspending the
operation of these increased duties avhen Cuban sugar reached
8 .cents a pound, under the eriginal proposition, that prevision
should be eliminated in this substituted proposition. 'The
Senator from ITtah probably ean explain that. It may have no
gpecial significance, but I bave been mystified somewhat by it.

My, SMOOT. I do not think the Senater is mystified. I
think he is——

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator from Utah must allow me to
say that I am mystified, because the Senator from Utah, more
than almost anyene else I know,.can now and then mystify usin
the Senate. He may net be aware-of that.

AMr. SMEOT. I will.say to the Senator, then, that he tried
to mystify all the other Senutors when he allowed the same
rate and the same wording to go in the Simmens-Underwood
tariff bill. There has never been a proposition in Congress
before that a rate of duty upon sugar should be limited when
Cuban raw sugars reached a.certain price.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is the reason why I wandered, after
fhe Senator put it on in reference to ene amendment, why he
left it out with reference to the other amendment.

Alr. BMOOT. The amendment 1. offered is just simply word
for word what the present law is, and follows fhe wording «f
the Simmens-I'nderwood tariff law.

Myr. SIMMONS. Why «lid the Senator not write the eommit-
tee amendment in the same 1 e’

Mr, SMOOT. I did not write the committee amendment.

Mr. SIMMONS. You voied for it in commities 4id you not?

Mr, SMOOT. Bot I did not vete for it, and the ‘Benator
Lknews it

Mr. SINMONS. I-do not remeniber whether the Senater did

r not. Of course, the Senator knows, and if he says he did not,
accept his statement.

Mr, SMOQT. The Senator knows it very well.

Mr. SIMAMONS. I do since the ‘Senator states it, becausc
the Benator would not state anything that is mnet true.

Ar, BMOOT. Mr. President, there is no likelihood of 96 test
Cuban raw sugar reaching B cents a pound.

Mr, SIMMONS. 1 do not think so myself, Mr. President.

Alr. SMOOT. Then why is the Senator mystified?

Mr, SIMMONS. Simply beeanse this limitation scas placed
upon the price in the original amendment and omitted from
the proposed subsetitute.

Ar. BMOOT. The Sepator from Utah did net put it in tfhe
other amendment.

Alr, SIMMONS. I anean the committee, of svhich the Sena-
tor is an honored and a very powerful and influential member.

Afr. SMOQT. The Senator from North Carolinn is alse a
powerful member of that conmmitiee, and I want to say to the
Senntor-that he knews the eonditions existing at the time those
amendments were being pat on ithe blil; the opponents of the
bill were perfectly willing to put almost anything dn the bill,
nat with the .idea of its ever passing, but with the idea of
making it so obnexieus that it could not pass, or that the people
of the United States would mot agree fo it

By, BIMMONS. The opponents of fhe bill, Mr. President,
were willing to have fhe proponents frame if.

Mr. SMOOT, Perhaps d should rot have said that, becanse
that was a commitiee ‘aetion, and perhaps-shounld have been kept
seeret. But there is . ne need of trying to camouflage the situ-
atien, and that is exactly what is bappening.

Afr, POMERENE. “Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OEFICER. Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Ohio?

Mr, SIMMONS. I yield to the Senator from .Qhio.

Mr, POMERENE. The Senafor from Tfah has suggested a
very interesting fact to me, namely, that fhe opponents of this
bill were trying to load down the bill with certain amendments
which would make it ocbnoxious. What were the amendments
whieh were presented by the epponents of the bill?

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. SIMMOKNS. Xot one, T will say to the Senautor.
the pardon of the Senator from Utah.

Mr. SMOOT. T have been on the Finance Committee a good
many years, and I have never seen a situation like that pre-
sented ‘hy a certain Democratic Senator.

Mr. POMBRENE. Has the Senator ever seen n bill like this?

Alr, SMOOT. This is substantially the shape in which that
‘Benator made his proposition: “I do not know what the highest
rate ever imposed upon hides in the history of the country is,
but whatever that rate is, T move that it be put into this bill.”

Mr. POMERENE. If the Senator will point out anmy item in
this bill which was proposed by the opponents of the bill, I will
vote against it.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I can state to the Senator
that all the amendments which were offered were supported by

T beg

the proponents of the bill. This particular sugar amendment,
I think, came from the Senater from Louisiana [Mr. RANSDELL],
written in the behalf of his colleague, neither a member of the
committee, but was by its proponents.

Now, let me proceed, Mr. President. I am glad fo have fhe
explanation ef the Senator from Utdh about that matter.

Alr, President, it is just as certdin as fhat the day follows the
night, there is no conjecture about it, no speculation, that it
this amendment is adopted the price of Cuban sugar, duty paid
at the ports of this ceuniry, will be raised to about 6 cents a

pound.

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Senator is mistaken about that, be-
canse the priee of Caban raws te-day is not 5 cents a pound.

Ar, ETMMONS., It is a little more than 5 cents. That is
what it sells for in New York, duty paid.

Mr. SMOOT. Tt s 4% cents,

My, SIMMONS. I am falking in round figures, duty paii.

My, SMOOT. And the 1 cent added would make it 58. 0f
course, if the Senator is talking in round figures——

Alr, SIMMONS. T have said that was the New York price.

Alr. SMOOT. But five-eighths .of a cent upon 8,000,000,000
pounds of sugar is five-eighths of $80,000,000, and it runs into
the millions very fast,

Mr, SIMMONS. If the Senator makes .a point ghout that I
will take the retail price in New York at that time, based upon
the Cuban price plas the duty.

Mr. SMOOT. 1If the Senator says at that time, then T have
not anything to say. The Senator was speaking of the price

No; I said in Tebruary of this year.

M. SMOOT. 1 know the Senator did in the first instance,
and he was right then; but in his last statement he said that!
the ratail price of sugar, if this amendment were put on, would
be a certain figure, and he based that upon the price of sugar
on Febroary 1. .

Nir. STMMONS. Mr. President, T based that upon the price
af Ciban sugar laid dewn at the ports of the United States,
with the dnty paid on it. Ewverybody knows that Cuban suzar
is going to sell for just as high as it can be sold for in this
market after paying the duty, and there is not going to be any
reduetion in the price of Cuban sugar. The ordinary differ-
ential between the wholesale price of raw sugar and refined
sugar, the kind the people buy and use, averaged 8% cents a
pound ‘in 1919 and 1918; that is, the differential between the
raw sogar and the refinefl sugar averaged ‘34 cents ‘per pound,
Adding -that to the ‘6 cents, which will be the price of Coban
sugar duty-paid ot the :rn:trts if ‘this bill passes, we will have
93} .cents as the New York retall price for sugar. That means
in all probability, taking the country ‘at large, that the retafl
price of sugar will hereafter ‘be something over 10 cents a

a.

Mr. President, I call the attention of Benators fo this fact,
andl I ask flrem to fix these figures in their minds beecause,
hefore -the war, tduring the year 1913, the retail price of sugar
in New York was 53 cents a pound. Tn 1914 the retail price of
sugar averaged 50 cenis a pound. Now it is propesed by this
bill ‘to help 1ift the price of sugar hereafter to be paid by the
people of ‘fhis country abeui 4 cents g peund above the level
of T913-14.

‘But it is said that last year’s-crop of sugar was expensive to
raise. That is granmted. But, Mr, Presiﬂent. is there any reason
to believe that hereafter the cost of raising sugar in this coun-
try, when the world adjustment of priees which is now going on
with great rapidity has been completed, will remain high as
compared with prewar prices? There is no power under the
sun fhat ecan stay ‘the fall in the prices of commodities and
wages. Prices of labor will ineviably come down, and munless
all gigns shall fail, the price of labor in ‘the making of the next
crop -of sugar in the United States will doubtless he somewhat
higher than ‘before the war, but not materially so.

TAt fhis point Mr. Smtm's yvielded to Myr. Wazeex for the
consideration of a House Joint resolution.]

M. SIMMONS. Nor. President, 1 have stated heretofore that
during this month the retail price of granmlated sugar in Neay
York, based on the price of Cuban sugar, was 8} cents a pound
and thot necessarily, if the amendment is adepted, that the
effect would raise that price to 8} cents a pound. T have stated
that the retail price in New York in 1913 was an average of 5%
cents and in 1914 an average of 5.9 cents. “Thuswe gee that the
present retail price of sngar is about 3 eents per pound higher
than it was during the last two prewar years, and if the amend-
ment now ‘offered is agreed to, it will be raised so as+te be about
4 cewrts per pound higher than it was doring those last two pre-
WAT years.

Many arguments have ‘been made here based upon the present
low price of products. We have been told that thep have gone
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down and down until they are selling for less than they did
before the wuar when the cost of production was nmuch less.
Cotton is selling now for less than it did before the war. The
average price of cotton in my country, taking all grades, at this
time is, I think, not much more than 7% cents a pound; I know
it is not over 8, The prewar price of cotton was about 15 cents
a pound, It is selling now for slightly more than half as much
as it sold for before the war. Yet here is a produect, sugar, that
is selling for from 33} to 40 per cent more than it did before
the war, and still it is proposed by this bill to legislate it to a
higher level by putting a tariff duty on it in addition to the ex-
isting duty.

Corn is a staple product of the farm. Corn sold duling the
war for more than twice what it is selling for now. It sold
at from $10 to $11 a barrel last year, averaging at least $10 a
barrel, and is selling now for about $3.50 a barrel, a little over
one-third what it sold for last year and less than it sold for
prior to the war. Yet here is a product, sugar, that is selling
to-day in the markets of the country at a price of 33 to 40 per
cent higher than the price at which it sold during the last two
prewar years, and which it is proposed by legislation to arti-
ficially raise to a higher level.

There is no staple agricultural product in this country that
has not fallen since the war more in proportion than sugar has
fallen.

Mr. SMOOT. I'rom 30 cents a pound to 8 cents a pound is
a pretty good fall,

Mr. SIMMONS. I am now comparing prewar prices with
the present prices. The point I am now discussing is that the
two staple products that I mention, corn and cotton, the two
greatest crops grown in the country, one the basis of our ex-
port irade, the other the largest single crop grown, have fallen
below the prewar prices, probably from 20 to 30 per cent below
prewar prices, and yet here is a product that is selling to-day
in the markets of the country from 33 to 40 per cent above the
prewar prices, and we are now asked by legislation to raise it
still higher. Why is this? We are told it is because the cost
of produecing the crop of last year was so great—the crop was
produced at a loss. This was the result of high prices for all
the essentials that go into the planting, cultivation, and har-
vesting of the product.

Mr. President, I wish to ask the question: Are we invoking
the doctrine of protection in this country to-day to make good
past iosses? Is that the proposition of the proponents of the
measure, to make good past losses, to put a duty upon a product
for the purpose of enabling those who produce it to recoup
themselves for losses sustained? I have never so understood
it. I have understood the purpose of these duties, from a Ile-
publican standpeint, to be in the future to-enable the producer
to compete with the products of other countries or to raise
revente, as the case may be. Now, if it is for the future—
and that is the only logical, consistent ground upon which pro-
tective legislation can be advocated or defended even by protec-
tionisis—there is no mortal man, I do not care what his powers
of logic and of analysis and of presentation may be, who can
justi:y a tariff for the purpose of enabling those who produce
a prouuct to recoup losses that have already been sustained.

Let us look into the future of this product. I do not under-
take (o say that, at the high prices that prevailed last year,
sugur could have been produced at 10 cents a pound, which will
be the retail price if the duty goes on. I do not undertake to
say that it could be done at these high labor and material
prices, but I do undertake to say that with the readjustment
of priees that is now geing on, and which will inevitably reduce
farm labor prices far below those that obtained in 1920, it
could be done, Already in my country, I understand, farm
labor has fallen from 50 to 75 per cent. It is tending toward
prewar levels. It will not get there altogether. It ought not fo
get there. If we could get back to something like prewar level
of labor and material costs, I take it that sugar could be raised
and seld at a profit at a slight advance upon the prices which
obtained before the war, and, ag I have said, those prices were
5% to 6 cents a pound. Those are the prewar retail prices.
The price is now 8! cents a pound, and at this price, with
labor and materials properly readjusted, sugar may, it is be-
lieved, be profitably raised.

The world is in a desperate condition; the world i3 going to
remain in a desperate condition for some time, and for that por-
tion of our agriculturalists whose prices are fixed in the mar-
kets of the world and who can not be helped by a tariff at all
the situation looks gloomy, but for the sugar industry I see no
trouble. I see no reason and there is no reason and nobody can
assiey any good reason why sugar, with the present duty im-
posed on it, will be less than 8% cents a pound or from 33 to 40

per cent higher than it was during the prewar period. If this
proposed duty is imposed on it, it will be still higher.

Mr. President, I want the Treasury to have all the money that
is necessary to run the Government, and I admit that sugar is
a very great revenue producer. Each cent of duty which is im-
posed on sugar raises in the aggrezate somewhere around forty
or fifty million dollars of revenue, but in levying duties that are
purely revenue duties we ought to consider the consumers of
the product; we must consider how necessary it is to the people.
Here is a product some of which every human being consuies,
because it is essential to life. It can no more be dispensed with
than clothing ecan be dispensed with; it can no more be dis-
pensed with than houses can be dispensed with. It is a neces-
sity of life.

I say, regardless of the ease of raising revenue by imposing
tariff taxes on necessaries, we must consider the question of
whether we shall not be unnecessarily and unjustly muleting
the people. We can not impose a revenue duty on an essential
of life, however good a revenue producer it may be, to a point
which would exact of the consumers of the article an undue
proportion of the total revenues required to pay the expenses
of the Government. I lay that down as a fundamental prin-
ciple. Every interest in this country must contribute to the
revenues of the Government and every interest ought to con-
tribute in equal and just proportion to the Government expenses
and to the bearing of the national burden. When we single out
one article of common, universal, necessary consumption, and
place upon it more than a fair proportion of that burden, we
then discriminate against the econsumers of that product in
favor of the consumers of the other commodities which enter
into the life, the being, the happiness and the comfort of the
people of the United States.

During Mr. SiMumoNs's speech,

BATLROAD VALUATION.

Mr. WARREN. With the permission of the Senator from
North Carolina, T ask that the joint resolution received from
the House of Representatives to-day may be laid before the
Senate and referred to the Committee on Appropriations.

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 472) making an appropria-
tion to continue the valuation of the property of carriers was
read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on Ap-
propriations.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I wish to say that the Com-
mittee on Appropriations has authorized me to report the joint
resolution back from the committee favorably, and ask for its
immediate passnge.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there objection to the re-
quest of the Senator from Wyoming?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution, and it was
read, as follows:

Resolved, etc., That there is appropriated, out of any money in the
Treasury not otherwise appropriated, to enable the Interstate Commerce
Commission to earry out the objects of the act entitled “An act to
amend an act entitled ‘An act to regulate commerce,’ approved Feb-
ruary 4, 1887, and all acts amendatory thereof,” by providing for
a valuation of the several classes of property of carriers subject
thereto and securing information concern nf their stocks, bonds,
and other securities, approved Mareh 1, 1913, including per diem
In lien of subsistence when allowed pursnant to section 13 of the sun-
dry civil a L}rogrialion act apPrm'ed August 1, 1914, and including not
excoodigg g'_o. 00 for rent o hulh}lnﬁ:ﬂ{n t'he District of Columbia,
£1.000,000, to be available during the 1 year 1921 : Provided, That
this appropriation shall not be avallable for rent of buildings in the
District of Columbia if suitable space is provided by the Public Bufld-
ings Commission.

Mr, KING. May I ask the Senator if, in the appropriation
bill which was passed a day or two ago, provision was not made
for the very item to which reference is made in this joint reso-
lution?

Mr. WARREN., No. The amount the Senator refers to was
for the fiscal year 1922, and this is a deficiency for 1921. This
item itself is in the deficiency appropriation bill now before the
committee, and if we pass this joint resolution we shall eut the
item out of that bill, which has not yet been reported to the
Senate.

Mr. KING. I would like to ask the Senator from Wyoming
if in the appropriation bill passed a year ago ample provision
was not made for this purpose for the fiscal year 19217

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, we thought so at the time,
but when the transportation act, so called, was passed, we put
some extra duties on the earriers; and not only that, but we
required haste in this valuation. So they are entirely out of
funds, and have not money enough to pay the wages of their
employees the middle of this mionth, who are scattered through
the country.
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Mr. KING. Does the Senater believe 'that in view of the

passage of the Esch-Cummins Act there is any ulility in per-]

petuating'the organization to value the railroads?

Mr. WARREN, I hopeit-may not be perpetuated-any longer
thmn the appropriations already made shall continue, with the
exeeption of this millien dollars. -I have not been one of those
who believed it was worth as much as many others have believed
from the firsf. But having expended all the millions of dollars’
we_have expended, this is to bring it up to date and to predi-
cate the valuation .upen which securities may -be issued, ‘and
50 on,

Mr. SIMMONS, Mr. 'President, I agreed to yield to the Sen-
ator from Wyoeming, but not for a discussion—for the purpose
of discussing some other measure. I do not wish to be taken
off my feet right in the midst of a speech.

Mr. WARREN. I will say to the Senmator that I thank him
for his courtesy and:except -for .the qlrge.n.cy which 1 stated
I avould not ‘have asked it. Every employee on this work #ll |
over the couniry will have to be laid off unless the joint resolu-
tion is passed. I thought it might pass without discussion, I
shall net discuss it any further.

AMr, KING. Just one word more and then I shall not 'discuss
it further. I think we are throwing good money dafter bad and
that it -ds =« -foolish and useless. expenditure. -1 regrét that we
feel constrained to pass the joint resolution.

The jeint reselution was reported to the Semate without
amendment, ordered to.a third reading, read the third time,
and passed.

After Mr. Siararons’s gpeech,

mwr 67 COLUAMIA APPROPRIATIONS—-CONFEREXCE " REPORT -{S.
DOC, WO, 891).

Mpr. CURTIS rsubmitted the conference report on the bill
(H. RR. 15180) amaking appropriations to, provide for the ex-
penses of the government of the-District of ‘Columbia for.the
fisoal year-ending June 30, 1922, and for other purposes, which
was erdered to lie en'the table and be printed.

'PRESIDENTIATL 'APFROVALS.

A message from the President of 'the United States, by Mr.
Sharkey, one of his.secretaries, mnnounced that the Presldent,
had approved and signed bills and a joint resolution of the fol-
lowing titles:

On I‘eh'mm 11,71921; !

8,4891. ‘An act to amend section 1 of &n act approved Febru-
ary 26, 1919, entitled *“An aet to fix the salaries of the clerks of
the United States district conurts mnd (o provide for their office
expenses, and for other purposes.”

On February ‘15, 1921 : :
 8.4515, An-act to extend'the time for the construetion of a
bridge across the navigable waters of the Newark Bay, in the
State of New Jersey ;

8,4541. An act to extead the time for the construection .of a:
bridge across the Susquebanna River at Harrisburg, Pa.;

- 8. 4587. An act granting the consent of Congress to the coun-
ties of ‘Brooks and 'Lowndes, in the State eof Georgia, to con-
struct a bridge over the Withlacoochee River;

8.4603. An ‘act'to revive and reenact the act entitled “An act
to ‘authorize the Gulf .Ports Terminal -Railway Co., a corpora-
tion existing wnder the laws of the State of Florida, to.construct
a bridge over and across the hendwaters of Mobile Bay and such
navigable chanmels as are between the east side of the bay and
Blakely Island, in ‘Baldwin 'and Mobile ' Counties, Ala.,”” ap-
proved October 5, 1017;

H.4737. An act authorizing the Prescott Bridge Co. tocon-
struct a bridge across Lake St. Croix at or near the city of
Prescott, in the State 6f Wisconsin;

‘B.4787. An-act granting consént for the censtruction, tnain-
tenance, and operation of a bridge mcross the Delaware River
from the city of Philadelphia, Pa., to the ity of Camden, N. J.;

“8.4825, An act to-extend the time for the comstruction of a
bridge across the Columbia River, between' the States ef Oreron
and Washington, at or within 2 miles westerly from Cascade
Lodks, in the State of Oregon;

8. 4886. “An act to revive and reemact the ‘aet entitled “An
act to ‘authorize the 'Hudson River Counnecting 'Railread’ Cer-
poration to construct' a bridge mcross the Hudson River, in the
State of New York,” approved March 13, 1914 ;

S, 4949, ‘An act fo -authorize the building of n bridee aeress
the Santee River in Seuth Carolina ;

8. 4950. An-act to aathorize the bullding of a bridge across
thie Peedee River in'South Carolina;

'8.4051. An aet to-anthorize the bullding of a4 bridee aeross
the Wateree River in South Carolina; and

‘8.J. Res. 1806. . Joint resolution to extend the authority of the
county of Luzerne, State of Pennsylvania, to construct a bridze
| across the North:-Branch of the Susquebanna River from the ¢ity
of Wilkes-Barre, county of Luzerne, Pa., to the borough of Dor-
ranceton, county of Luzerne, Pa.

AMERICAN COTTON ABROAD (8. DOC..NO. 396).

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WarLsH of Massachusetts in
the chair) laid before the Senate'the following message from the
President of the ' United States, 'which was read,and, withthe
accompanyiug papers, ordered to be. printed and réferred’ to the
Committee on Agriculture and 'Forestry:
To the Senate:

I transmit herewith a report by the Becretary of State, cov-

rering information received by the Deapartment of State in re-

sponse to the instructions sent by that department to consul
(officers of the Unied States in Ioreign countries where American
cotton is consumed, In pursuance of the Senate resolufion of
May 4,71920, *to ascertain, as near-as possible, what quantity
rof Amerlcan cotten will be needed during the presemnt year by
'the countries in which they are located,” and “to make sugges-
tions as to the means by which markets for American cotton
‘may be-enlarged and extended.”

Rteports. received from most of the officers so instructed have
! been heretofore transmitted, and under date of December.23,
1920, were laid before the Senate.and ordered printed as Docu-
ment No. 348. The remainder of the reports, which had not been
received by the Secretary of State.at'that time, are now. irans-
“mitted.

“Tite Waite HoUuse,
TWashington, 15 “February, - 1921,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENRIOLLED ‘JOINT ‘RESOLUTION SIGNED,

A message from the House of Representatives, by "W. I,
Overhue, 'its -assigtant enrolling clerk, announced that ‘the
Speaker of the House had signed the enrelled joint:resolution
{H..J. Res. 472) making an appropriation to continue the valua-
tien 0f the property of carriers, and it was thereupon signed by
the Aeting President pro tempore.

The message also announced that the House had agreed to the
amendments of the Senate to the bill {H. 1l. 145311) 1o anthorize
the improvement of Rted Lake and Red Lake River, in the State
of Minnesota, for mavigation, drainage, and floed-contrel pur-
poses.

Wooprow WILSOX,

-EMERGERCY  TARIFF, -

The Senate, as in' Committee 6f ' the Whole, resumed the cen-
sideration ©f the bill (H. R. 15275) imposing temperary duties
wpon eertain agricultural products to meet present emergencies,
to provide revenue, and for éther purposes,

Mr./ CALDER. Mr. President, I have been in receipt of somoe
correspondence during the past two days from men-who are in-
terested in the sugar-refining: business in New York City rela-
tive to the organization of a sugar commissien in Cuba. Buéh
a‘commnission, as I -am informed, has been authorized by the
Cuban' Government, some of the members are to bhe Americans
and the others citizens of Cuba. This commission, I am ad-
vised, ‘are to control the' Cuban:erop 6f sugar soen to be har-
vested. I understand from the newspapers that there has been
somc ‘correspondence between the Cuban' Government and our
own asking approval of the organization of this commission.
I'shomnld like to ask the Senator from Utah [AMr., SBxmoor] or any
other ‘Senator in the Chamber, if'he can give ustany informa-
tion ‘about the subject.

Mr., SMOOT. I will'say to the Senator from New York that
all-I know about the commission to which he refers is what I
have-geen in the press reports, that such o commission was to be
formred in order to finance the Cuban ¢rop. Frem what the
newspapers say the sugar producers in Cuba are in a rather
critical condition, and ean moi finance the sugar crop swithout
some fssistance. I <o mot'think our Government is going ‘to
appoint any commission at all to deal with the matter.

Mr. CALDER. I understand that.

‘Mr, SMOOT. I.do not think our Government will agree that
auy conimission shall be appointed to go to Cuba. All I can say
to the Senator from New York is that I know nething about
the niatter other than'what'T have seen in the newspapers.

Mr, CALDER. My information is that our Government has
agreed to the appeintment of this ceramission and that: it shall
have some contro]l wver the sagar- erop, but under what terms
Tam not fnformed. 'T have asked the State Department for in-

formation en the subject and hope I maay. get it during the day;
now while ‘the subject is® pending and -before ‘we vote finally
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upon the question, I do not want and I do not think the Senate _

wants to pass upon this subject with the knowledge that a
commission of the character indicated has been appointed and
may in some way control the price of sugar to the American
consunrer,

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator from New York can hardly ob-
ject to my amendment when it more than cuts the duty on sugar
in two as compared with the duty imposed by the amendment
which was reported by the committee in the bill. Nobody can
object to my amendment, even if he desires free sugar.

Mr. CALDER. I am in sympathy with the Senator's amend-
ment, but I am anxious to have the question of the appoint-
ment of this commission and its powers cleared up.

Mr. THOMAS, Mr. President, I am glad that the Senator
from New York has brought the subject to the attention of the
Senate and in that way to the attention of the public. It has
been intimated to me that the combination to which he refers
will very seriously impair the business of what are known as
the independent cane-sugar refiners, because their ability to
obtain the raw material for their refineries will be very largely
circumscribed. I do not know whether that is so or not; but,
generally speaking, such foreign combinations are more or less
connected with or are apt to be connected with home combina-
tions. I do not know that we can do anything; Cuba is an
independent Government, and if that Government sees fit to
control its sugar product, as Brazil controlled at oné time its
coffee product, the subject, while one of international concern,
is perhaps beyond the legislative powers of the Congress, If
the Senator has any documentary information bearing upon the
subject I hope he will put it into the Recorbp.

Mr. CALDER. Mr, President, I have a letter from a sugar
refiner in New York, and he closes his letter with a statement
whiech, I think, is perhaps the most important thing in it.
Speaking of the organizaton of the sugar commission in Cuba,
he says:

Bhould this commission function it will undoubtedly cause a very
marked increase in the cost of sugar to the consumers in the United
States ; and we bring the matter to your attention, as we think it is
of great importance that some action should be taken to have the situa-
tion carefully investigated. You will recall that Cuba enjoys a prefer-
ential of 20 per cent in imports into the United States. .Zny urther
information we can give you we shall be glad to furnish and will do so
cheerfully,

Mr. SMOOT. Who is the author of the letter?

Mr. CALDER. It is from the head of one of the most im-
portant sugar refining companies in the country.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, some days ago I
invited fhe attention of the Senate to some figures set forth in
a report made by the Tariff Commission upon wheat and flour,
together with the conclusions of the commission in relation to
the subject, from which I think it was indubitably established
that there is no justification for a duty upon wheat in conse-
quence of a difference in the rate of exchange between this
country and Canada. Some other features of the questions
before us were canvassed, but that particular feature was the
subject of some controversy with the Senator from North Da-
kota [Mr, McCuaeer], in charge of the bill, who challenged the
table given in the report, namely, Table No. 5, saying that the
comparisons were made between Winnipeg and Minneapolis in-
stead of between Fort William or Port Arthur and Duluth or
Minneapolis, or between Winnipeg and Chicago,

I was not able at that time to appreciate just the point that
was nrged in that behalf by the distinguished Senator, whose
familiarity with that branch of the subject under discussion is
profound. 8o I appealed to the Tariff Commission for some ex-
pression with reference to the matter, and have a letter from
the chairman, which I shall read, as follows:

The Tariff Commission has issued two reports upon the tariff problem
in wheat and wheat four. In the first report, *Agricultural Staples
and the Tariff,” the general character of the trade and competition in
these preducts was set forth in considerable detail; in the second,
* Wheat and Flour Trade,” the more recent developments were briefly
indicated. In both these rc‘[{nrts Minneapolis cash prices of No. 1

northern were compared with Winnipeg quotations, which are for wheat
in store at Fort William and Port Ar?gur on the lake front.

So, as a matter of fact, the compariscn was made as between
Fort William and Port Arthur prices and those at Minneapolis.

It is believed that Minneapelis prices afford a much better comparison
with the Winnipeg quotations than do those at Chicago, for the reasons
noted bhelow. t may be added that because of differences in the grad-
ing, Manitoba No. 1 northern is generally considered by millers to be
worth several cents more per bushel than the like Ameriean grade.

(1) Minneapolis is preeminently the cash and future market for
American spring wheat, the class which constitutes nearly all of Can-
ada’'s exports. It grinds far more lg)ring wheat than does any other
milling center., From July 15, 1918, to December 31, 1920, for in-
gtance, it received nearly eight times as much wheat of
did Chicago, which is primarily a market for winter wheat,

this class as

Receipts of spring wheat at Minneapolis and Chicago.

Minneapolis. | Chicago.

rloads. | Carloads.
July 15, 1918, to June 30, 1919 . .. ceroovinomsrircasinsanssmns 70, 719 12, 560
July 1, 1919, to June 30, 1920 409, 536 6, 370
Tuly 1, 1920, to Dee. 31, 1920 40,213 2 085

(2) Frelght rates from the Canadian West to Fort Willlam and Port
Arthur are more nearly comparable with the rates to Minneapolis than
to American points farther east.

Port Arthur
s Duluth and
and Fort

William. | Minneapolis.

34
40 444

40 43
33 40}

(8) Transportation costs from Minneapolls to Liverpool—ordinarily
the “ ruling market "—are more comparable with those from Winnipeg.
Ocean freights are approximately the same from Montreal and New York.
Much Canadian wheat goes for exPort via New York, and approximately
equal rates apply from Minneapolis and Fort Willlam to New _York.

Accordingly, Mr. President, it appears, as shown by Table No.
5, that the prices of the same grade of wheat in Winnipeg and
in Minneapolis—the Winnipeg wheat being in the elevators at
Fort William and Port Arthur, on Lake Superior—are, when
the difference in the rate of exchange is taken into considera-
tion, substantially the same; and, as it seems to me, it must be
50, except in occasional and inconsequential cases. If this bill
is passed, and Canadian wheat is forbidden entrance into
this country, it will, of course, go to Liverpool; it will depress
the price of wheat in Liverpool, and the Montana farmer gets
for his wheat the Liverpool price less the cost of transportation
to Liverpool. Accordingly, it is a matter of no consequence
to him whether this duty is 30 cents a bushel or 40 cents a
bushel or $1 a bushel; il profits him absolutely nothing.

Mr. President, this is not only my conclusion with respect to
the matter but it is the view expressed clearly by the Tariff
Commission in the report to which I have adverted. I read:

Both Canadian and American wheat prices have in general reflected
quotations in the world markets. But while Winnipeg prices of hard
gpring wheat were always on an export basis, Minneapolis prices were
frequent!f above the export point. Moreover, Minneapolis prices ware
consistently higher, though the spread diminished after the reduction
and subsequent removal of the duty on Canada’s wheat. The differen-
tial in favor of Minneapolls was particularly large In years when the
harvest of American hard spring wheats was short or of poor quality.

That is to say, when we have no wheat for export, and are
consuming in this country our available supply, the local price
will be higher than the export price.

This {n‘ice disparity is especially noteworthy in view of the fact that
during 1900-1916 the Canadlan wheat was worth several cents more
per bushel bectuse of differences in grading.

When the higher price levels in Minneapolis are considered In con-
nection with the equality in freight rates from producing sections in
western Canada to Minneapolis, Fort Willlam, Port Arthur, and Du-
Iuth, and with the further fact that the costs of transportation from
Fort William or Port Arthur to Liverpool via Montreal are, if different
at all, slightly lower than from comparable points south of the border,
it is evident that the import duties have prevented the equalization o
prices in American and Canadian markets through a flow of Canadian
grain to the former. Thus, the import duties have been of especial
benefit to the American grower in the years of shortage of hard wheat,
when domestic prices rose atove the export point. The domestic supply
of hard spring wheats is grown chlefly in the Dakotas and Minnesota ;
of hard winter, in Kansas, Nebraska, and Oklahoma. These (wo
classes—hard spring and hard winter—are directly competitive. To
a lesser ﬂt'ﬁ!‘ce. also, they compete with soft wheats. In durum wheat,
ﬁ“&?&’ chiefly in the Dakotas and Montana, there is virtitilly no compe-

So, Mr. P'resident, I conclude that there is absolutely no
ground whatever for hoping that the price of wheat is going to
be raised by one penny by reason of this duty to the farmer in
my State. Disadvantages, however, will accrue to him and to
all other growers of wheat by reason of this duty—a matter to
which I now desire to allude,

Mr, POMERENE., Mr. President—

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. POMERENE, If it will not interrupt the Senstor, I
should like to quote a paragraph or two from a speech ufade by
the distinguished Senator from Michigan [Mr., TowNsEND] dur-
ing the reciprocity debate.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I shall be glad to have it.

Mr. POMERENE. The CoxNcressioNAL Recorp of June 27,
1911, volume 47, page 2552, contains the speech of the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan delivered during the time of
the reciprocity debate; and, as bearing upon this subject of the
prices of wheat, he said:
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During the last 19 years wheat has fluctuated in price in Canada and
in the United States. In 1890, 1891, 1897, 1809, 1902, 1903, 1904,
1905, 1906, 1907, and 1909 wheat was higher in the United States than
it was in Winnipeg. In some of those years the difference was negligl-
ble. During the years 1892, 1893, 1894, 1895, 1896, 1900, 1901, and 1908
wheat was higher in Winni fhan it was in Chleago, This shows
that during 11 of the Instp% years wheat avera higher in the
United States than it did in Canada, and during 8 of those 19 years it
averaged lower in the United States than in Canada. Now, if we
apply the standard heretofore mentioned and say that the United States
farmer would have lost on his wheat during the designated 11 years
when wheat was higher in th2 United States than it was in Canada, if
the United States tarif had been removed, shall we not be obliged to
apply the same doctrine, per contra, and assert with egual certainty
that he would have gained during the 8 years when wheat was higher
in Canada than it was in the United States if the Canadian tariff had
been removed ?

JIf such would be the logical result of this theo!
Bary to figure up and strike a balanee by arithmetical ecaleunlation
before we know whether the farmer would have been injured by free
trade in wheat with Canada? What is true of wheat is even more
marked in reference to other farm products. During practically all of
the last 19 years corn, oats, milk, hogs and hog products, and gheep
have been higher in Canada than in the United States, and every farm
¥rodu:-t has, during some of the last 19 years, been higher In Canada

har it has been in the United States,

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Mr, President, so long as the
Canadian farmer can get substantially the same price in Canada
that he can get in the United States, he has no object whatever
in transporting his wheat to the United States, except—a mat-
ter to which I now desire to refer—that frequently it is very
much more convenient and much more economieal for him to
ship over American lines and through American ports to foreign
poris than it is to ship over Canadian lines and throngh Cana-
dian ports. Accordingly, it argues nothing whatever to estab-
lish that there have been large importations of wheat into this
couniry from Canada, Prior to 1917, when the tariff on Cana-
dian wheat was removed, and our reciprocal tariff went with it,
wheat for export from Canada going through American ports
and over American railroads was shipped in bond, and we could
tell just exactly where it was going. Large quantities during
that time were shipped in bond over American railroads and
through American ports to foreign ports; but now it is not neces-
sary to ship it in bond, and large guantities of wheat are coming
into this country and going right through either in the form of
wheat or in the form of flour for export to foreign ports, There
is still some going in bond, because there are some advantages;
the identity of the wheat is preserved, and other advantages
accrue; but large quantities of the wheat that come to this
country from Canada pass right on to foreign ports.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senator yield? :

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SterLiNG in the chair).
Does the Senator from Montana yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator understands that the Canadian
farmer to-day, in shipping his wheat to an American market,
ll)l;ls an advantage in foreign exchange that he never has had

fore.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Mr, President, I discussed the sub-
Jject of exchange the other day. I showed that there was no ad-
vantage whatever, as suggested by the Senator, on account of
the disparity in the rate of exchange. The prices are higher in
Canada because the exchange is against that country. Reduced
to American money, I showed that the prices are substantially
identical.

Mr. President, what, then, will be the effect of excluding
Canadian wheat from this country? We take away a large
amount of traflic from American railroads, We take away a
large amount of traffic from American ships that ply upon the
Great Lakes. We take away from our mills and manufactories
in this country a large amount of Canadian wheat that we could
mill in this country. We deprive men who are engaged in work
upon docks in pur country and in the elevators in our country of
employment that they otherwise would have in handling the
wheat thus passing through.

In other words, we lose all of this transportation business.
In addition to that loss, in addition to losing the opporturities
for milling the wheat that now comes from Canada, there is
lost a large amount of mill feed as by-product of the milling
process that is utilized for fattening stock, thus increasing the
cost to producers of live stock of preparing their product for
the market, Furthermore, it is a well-known fact that this
Canadlan wheat, often of a higher grade, is mixed with the
lower grades of wheat produced in this country, making a more
desirable flour, and thus a better market for the lower grades
of wheat produced in our country. This advantage is to be
surrendered.

In short, T am confident that this duty upon wheat will not
benefit the farmers of the West, and that it will result etri-
mentally not only to them but to the interests of our country
as a whole.

Mr, THOMAS, Mr. President——

,. will it not be neces-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr, WALSH of Montana. I yield.

Mr, THOMAS. I trust the Senator will not overlook the faect
that it also affects our export trade to Canada.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Undoubtedly. Of course, as I
said, if the Canadians can not sell their wheat in this country
they will ship it to Liverpool, and instead of taking American
products in exchange for the wheat that they would otherwise
sell in this country they will with the avails take English goods,
and thus there is a loss not only to our manufacturers but to our
workers who find employment in the factories of this country,

Mr. POMERENE. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit
me to observe, already the members of the Canadian Parlinment
are threatening retaliatory measures if this bill becomes a law.,

Mr. WALSH of Montana, Now, Mr. President, I want to
pass for a few moments to a consideration of the subject of
wool—to my mind perhaps the single meritorious provision in
this bill, with the possible exception of that dealing with long-
staple cotton.

The depressed condition of the wool industry in this country
at the present time is succinetly but accurately stated in a
report made by the Tariff Commission, from which I read as
follows:

The range woolgrowers can not yet dispese of their wool,

This is issued under date of January 11. The wool clip for
the past year would ordinarily be disposed of throughout our
coudntry by the 1st of August. Under date of January 11, it is
said:

The range woolgrowers can t yet di T
sheep \'nIu%s hayve diminished nl.:;' gig pg{:pgg:t:) tl:trl;:hregl??llﬁg “{ﬁi}{-
assets. They nced further loans to carcy them through the winter
but they are heavily in debt after the trying season just closed, and
their assets are already pled to the limit as security for their present
debts, The drought of 1919, followed by a hard winter and a late,
cold spring, ecaused high feed costs and other operating TSEE,
There were severe sheep losses during the winter, a llﬁht lamb crop
and heavy lamb lcsses during the spring. The wool ¢ was rather
light and very little was sold—virtually none north of central Ari-
zona. Expectations of high prices for the lamb erop were not realized
in part, at least, because of heavy and unexpecbedp imports of frozen
lamb and mutton from Australasia and South America. The severity
of the blow resulting from failure to get money for the wool shorn,
which is normnu{ counted on to pay expenses of the previous winter
and spring, was increased by the shrinkage in the money receipts ex-
pect from the sale of lambs. The sheepmen have generally been
unable to liquidate old indebtedness for newer loans placed after their
wool money failed, because the receipts from lamb sales have gone
largely to pay operating expenses up to December 1. In many cases
the western banks can not safely make further loans, but without pur-
chase of feed many of the sheepmen can not hope to bring their flocks
through the winter even If the season be exceedingly mild, The result
of this condition is likely to be serious and far-reaching.

Mr. President, this does not overstate the case. It has been
frequently referred to heretofore, and I shall not take the time
of the Senate in further elaborating upon it. It is about as bad
as can be imagined.

Bqt. Mr. President, if the facts thus outlined were the only
considerations they would not, in my judgment, merit any spe-
cial legislation by Congress. In the main they relate to the
ordinary exigencies of the business. In the main the recital
makes mention only of the usual risks that any man who goes
into business must take, as any man who goes into other
lines of business of a productive nature must take. But, Mr.
President, the depressed condition at the present time arises
not alone from these natural conditions to which reference is
made, but in no small measure by reason of the action of the
Government itself; and to that extent, at least, and because of
that condition, it is a proper matter, as it seems to me, for gov-
ernmental interposition.

During the war the Government, with a prudence and fore-
sight that were altogether commendable, gathered in wool from
all over fthe world. Wherever they could buy they bought,
and brought it here so that our soldiers on the battle field and in
the camps might be provided with blankets and with adequate
clothing. * When the armistice came it was found that the Gov-
ernment had on hand 600,000,000 pounds of wool, which it has

‘disposed of from time to time to dealers and manufacturers,

until the accumulation has been disposed of down to something
below 60,000,000 pounds, a very large portion of that still
being in the hands of dealers and manufacturers throughout the
country ; and it is because of this great aceumulation, in large
part, that the present price of wool is away below the actual
cost of produetion.

Not only that, Mr. President, but in order to take care of the
woolgrowers of Australasia, who were unable to get their prod-
uct to the usual markets by reuson of the shipping conditions,
the Government of Great Britain took over for two years the
entire wool clip of that region, which it has been disposing of
from time to time, the glut in the market being intensified from
that source. -
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So I believe, My, President, that a case is made out on behall
of the woolgrowers of the country for governmental aid. I
should have been glad, if this item were segregated from the
other items of the bill; to go as far even as the imposition of an
embargo for a liniited period mpon impertations of wool into
this country until the market conditions for which the Govern-
ment itself is in a large measure responsible were restored to
what has been expressed as normalcy.

Dut, Mr, President, those in charge of the legislation in Con-
gress saw fit to tle up the provision for tlie relief of the wool
industry’ witli other provisions so forbidding in' their nature
that I am unable to give my suppert to this bill.

Refercnee was made a few days ago to the amenidment
offered to the bill impesing a duty upen frozen meat.

1 read:

Fresh or fromem. beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, 2 cents per
pound. Meats of all kinds, prepared or preserved, not gpecially  pros
vided for lerein, 25 per cent ad orem,

Mr. President, it must be recognized that those who immedi-
ately benefit by that provision, whatever may be the ultimate
result, are those who put meats upon the domestic market, We
have been advised that the annual consumption of meats of this
¢lass In this eountry mounts up to an aggregate of 25,000,000,000
pounds, and we were told only a few weeks ago, in the discus-
sion of what is known as the “ packers’™ bill, that the packers
control and put upon the market 75 per cent of all the meat con-
sumed in the United States. The result is, Mr. President, that
whatever benefit ncernes to anyone by reason of this provision
acerues first—to the extent of 75 per cent thereof—to the pack-
ers and other producers of dressed meats that go upon the
market.

It is easy to compute, Mr. President, that if the price should
inerease 2 cents o pound on 25,000,000,000 pounds it would mean
an increase in the bill of the consumers of meat in this country
of $500,000,000; 75 per cent of which, or over $300,000,000, goes
into the coffers of the packers of this country. -Of course, the
price of meat may not be increased, but the purpose of the
cnactment of this tariff is to increase the price of meat.

Mr. President, we were told in the same debate, in connec-
tion with the packers' bill, that the growers of live stock do
not get prices for what they produce in accordance with the
prices paid’to the packers for the product they put upen the
market. In that connection it was conceded that the purpose
of that bill was to insure better prices to the producers of live
stock, and it was-urged, and an appeal was made to representa-
tives particnlarly from the New England States and the other
manufacturing. States of the East to oppose the measure, it
being advanced that if, indeed, the price should be increased to

the producers of live stock it wonld mean an increase in prices:

to the consumers of meat in the industrial centers,

"But the Senafor from Massachusetts [Mr. Warsa] disclosed, |

by elaborate tables prepared by the Bureau of Markets of the
Department of Agriculture, that such a conclusion does not
follow at all, and that the prices exacted of the consumer bear
no relation whatever to the prices the packers pay to the pro-
ducers of live stock.

Mr. President, if the price of meat to the consumer wili not
go up when the price is higher to the producer of live stock.
the price of live stock will not go up when a higher price is paid
for dressed meat to those who put it upon the market.

Mr. President, here is the proposition which confronts us:
We are offering a subsidy to the meat packers of this country
of something like $300,000,000, in the hope that they will divide
with the growers of live stock in this country. For myselfy
considering the history of the packing business, I am unwilling
to indulge any hope of that character.

Now let us proceed to the subject of sugar. The bill provides
for a duty of 1 cent a pound upon sugar, and an additional
amount for each degree, under the polariscope test, over and
above T3 degrees; a thing a little difficult fo understand, but, as
I understand it, it figures out practically 2 cents a pound,
taking into consideration the differential in favor of Cuban
sugar under the troaty with that country. In other words, M.
President, it is proposed to put a tariff upon sugar which. will
increase the price of that staple article, as it is hoped, to the
extent of 2 cents a pound.

Mr., RANSDELL, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mon-
tana yleld to the Senator from Louisiana?

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield.

 Mr. RANSDELL. I am sure the Senator does not want to

state the matter invorrectly. The amendment offered by the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Samoor], which my colieague [Mr. Gax]
stated yesterday he was willing to necept, would add 1 cent to
the present duty. The present effective duty on Cuban sugar

is' 1 cent, and the amendment offered by the Senator from
Utali would add 1 additional cent, so that it would be, in addi-
tion to the present duty, 1 cent,.and not 2 cents.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I can not agree with the Senator.

Mr. RANSDELL. I will ask the Senator Trom Utaliif I have
not stated his amendment correctly ?

Mr. SMOOT. That is absolutely correct; there is not any
question sbout it

Mr, WALSH of Montana: I do not care to enter into a dis-
tcg:sion-ot the amendinent. T refer to section 2, which provides

il .

The rates of duty im by
19, and 20) in the’c;sep?)ﬂrt?clzgcgr?nwjiﬂﬁaxﬁﬂ;ggnggrdgat}n s“}%hﬁz]g:d
by existing law, shall be 1n lHen of such rate of duty during the 10
monthis® period referred to in section 1.

Sectien 20 is not excepted in that. I am talking about the
amendment proposed by the Senator from' Utal, because I
assume that is the one which is to be adopted. If the amend-
ment by the committee is to be adopted, the amount
would have to be increased,

Mr, SMOOT. I assure the Senator that the amendment
offeredl by me increases the rate of duty on sugar 1 cent a
pound, and that is ail

Mr. WALSH of Montana. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Utah reads as follows:

Sugars, tank bottoms, sifups of cane julce, melada, concentrated
melni concrete and concentrated meolasses, testing by the polariscope
not above T5® mts-ona one-hundredths of 1 eent per pound, and
for every additional degree shown Ly the polariscopic test,” twenty-
L2 B poet el el s above 40 D ree 3§
et S Bty

ad g above 40° and not above 56°, 21 cents per dsmlun 3
mﬁ' gbove 56°, 43 cents per gallon; sogar drainings and sugar
ngs shall be to duty as molasses or sughr, as the case

may be, according to polat‘lscogée test, That the duties in thls para-
graph herein impesed are in addition fo the rates of duty imposed on
such sugar by existing laws, and shall in no manner affect or impair
such existing laws. -

AIr. President, let me proceed. T say it is 2 cents a pound.
1f T am wrong about it, and anyone can demonstrate that I am
wrong, it is a very easy thing to reduce the amount in proper-
tion. I am golng to proceed upon that basis.

I have before me the last Statistical Abstract, Mr, President,
from which it appears that the consumption of sugar in this
country amomnts to something over 82 pounds per person per
annum. That, of course, includes sugar used in the prepara-
tion of foods as well ns sugar that is used upon the table.

An increase of 2 cents. per pound in the price of that sugar
means an additional burden upon every man, woman, and child
in the United States of $1.60 a year, and with 105,000,000 people
in this country it is easy to compute that it means a burden
upon the people of this country of sometliing over §160,000,000,
the share that is imposed upon the people of my State, with @
population of something less than 600,000, exceeding three-
quarters of a million dollars. I am unwilling to vote that tax
upon the people of my State. ;

The Senator from Texas |Mr. SHeepArd], Who made n Very
eloquent address immediately before the recess last evening,
understands that this act is for the benefit of agriculture and
for the benefit of agriculturists alone, but everyone will ap-
preciate that, as in the case of frozen beef and other fresh meat,
the immediate benefit of the duty on sugar does not go to the
farmers. It goes to the manufacturers of sugar, who may or
may not divide what they get withi the growers of sugar cane
and sugar beets, and we complacently trust in them to make the
division,

Some question was raised last night as to who these people
are who own the sugar factories around the country. We were
advised by the Smntg:; rom Utah [Mr. Smoo1] that the Amer-
ican Sugar Refining Co., the Sugar Trust, does not own a con-
trolling interest in the Utah-TIdaho Sugar Co.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr, President——

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I yield to the Senator from Colo-
rado.

Mr. THOMAS, T think while that is frue it is due to the
investigation, followed by the suit of the United States that dis-
solved the Sugar Trust, and the American Co.'s disposition of
its beot-sugar stock was made in consequence of fhat investiga-
tion and the pendency of that suit,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. I do know that In the hearings
before the lobby investigaling committee, of wliich the Senator
from North Carolina [Mr. Overarax] and myself were mem-
bers—I see him in the Chamber now—it was disclosed and un-
disputed that the American Sugar Refining Co. owned 51 per
cont of the stock of that company and that the remainder was
owned hy the aggregation known as the Mormon Church. Tlow-
ever, that was held simply in trust for the members of that

‘chureh, so it might.very properly be said that 40 per cent was
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owned by the people of Utah and the neighboring States. The
fact is, as it was also disclosed, that the American Sugar Refin-
ing Co. practically owns all of the Western Sugar Co., which
contrels most of the factories in the State of Colorado, and con-
trois and owns the Billings sugar factory that owns and oper-
ates the great sugar factory in my own State.

My, SMOOT, I wish to say to the Senator that there are
over 2 000 stockholders in the Utah-Idaho Sugar Co.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. They have acguired their stock
since 1913. I have the testimony here before me.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will find that, no matter who testi-
fied, T have stated the fact. I wish to say that it is not true
that the Sugar Trust owns any such interest in the Utah-Idaho
Sugar Co.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Anyone can verify the assertion
made by referring to volumes 1 and 2 of the Senate hearings
before the subcommittee of the Committee on the Judiciary in-
vestigating the maintenence of a lobby to influence legislation.
At that time it was disclosed that the most active lobby In the
country was the sugar lobby.

Mr. SMOOT. All I wish to do is to have the record correet.
Last evening I said the Suvgar Trust dild own a controlling in-
terest in the Utah-Idaho Co. years ago, but they do not now
own any stock whatever in it; and when they owned the con-
trol there were, I think, between 1,000 and 2,000 stockholders
owning the 49 per cent, and not one aggregation known as the
Mormon Church.

Mr. WALSH of Montana,

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; it is.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. It is rather an unimportant mat-
ter. The point I am {rying to make is that whatever benefit
ensues to anyone by the duty being considered does not ac-
crue, directly at least, to the growers of sugar beets or the
growers of sugar cane. It goes immediately to the refiners and
other manufacturers of sugar, and if they give any portion of
their added profits to the growers of beets or the growers of
sugar cane, they will exhibit a generosity that is not charac-
teristie, though we trust them implicitly to make such a distri-
bution. We have no reason to trust them, We have no reason
to expect that they will divide what they get with the growers
of sugar beets particularly. I speak about that branch of the
subject because I am not particularly familiar with the opera-
tions so far as sugar cane is concerned.

As in the case of meats, the price of beets to the farmer does
not go up with the price of sugar or go down with the price of
sugar, neither does it go up when we put a tariff on or come
down when we take a tariff off. Other considerations fix the
price of sugar beets to the farmer. T have before me a table
prepared by the Bureau of Crop Estimates for the purpose of
showing just exactly what effect the tariff of 1918 had upon
the price that was paid to farmers for sugar beets. We took
the tariff off sugar at that time except to the extent of 1 cent
a pound, and the farmers got no less for their sugar beets. I
read:

But this is all beside the subject.

Average prices paid producers of sugar beets in Montana and United

States, 1910 to 1920, Source, Bureau of Crop Estimates,

19160 : Price per ton
Montana e — ———— $5.00
l_:nllui States 5. 05
Montana —___ 5.97
United States AR 5. 50

12:
“lontana 0. 44
3L‘m‘led States.. .82
Montana — 5. 89
United States__- - s 5. 69

We reduced the tariff that year; but wateh the year 1914 :
1914 : Price per ton,
AMontana $5.905
United States ———— b.45

The factory paid more for beets in Montana when the tariff
was taken off than they did while the tariff was on:

1915 Price per ton.
Montana $0. 97
iinited States 0. 67

191G
Montana - ___ G. 45

_['nllcd States 6.12
T
Montana T7.54
United States 7.37
Montana ——— 10. 00
United States. = 10. 00
Montana ____ 10.95
o United States R 11. 74

1920:
Montana ———____ 12. 00
United States 11.63

So it will be observed that the price of sugar beets goes up
with the price of commodities in the counfry generally and
goes down, apparently, with the price of commodities in the
country generally, without any reference to whether there is a
tariff on sugar or not.

So I am not going to fool myself into the belief that if we
vote §160,000,000 into the pockets of the American Sugar Re-
fining Co. and other nranufacturers of sugar in this country the
growers of sugar beets are going to get any kind of relief from
gm distressed condition in which they find themselves at this

me,

I have invited attention to some features of the bill which
bear heavily upon the consumer and which, in my judgment, are
essentially vicious. I wish now to speak of one or two that, to
use language that would pass out in our country, however un-
parliamentary it may be, are pure “ bunk.” I refer particularly
to the provision imposing a duty of 15 cents a bushel on corn,
the third item of the bill:

Corn or malze, 15 cents a bushel of 56 pounds,

Referring to the Statistical Abstraet, I learn that in the year
1919 we produced in this eountry 5,502,665,000 bushels of corn;
that we exported of that 23,018,822 bushels; that we retained
for domestic consumption 2,475,646,178 bushels; and that the net
imports to this country were 3,346,463 bushels. In other words,
in 1919, of corn we exported seven times the amount that we
imported and we produced seventy times the amount that we
imported. I wish some expert in finance would explain to me
how, under those circumstances, the imposition of 15 cents a
bushel on corn, or §15 a bushel on corn, would advantage the
growers of corn by a single cent. i

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, it may be that it was placed
there as a revenue producer. I notice from the fizures that it
is expected to get $2,000 per annum from that source.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, I ean not bring myself to vote for
a subsidy of $300,000,000 to the Meat Trust in the vain hope
that it will divide on an equitable basis or on any basis with
the producers of live stock. I am unwilling to burden the
householder of the country with an added sugar bill of $160,-!
000,000, one million of which would be contributed by the people
of my State, in the infantile belief that the Sugar Trust and
other refiners and manufacturers will turn it, or any substan-
;)te‘} part of it, over to the farmers who produce cane or sugar

ts.

These are not the only infamies in this measure, but they
sufficiently characterize it. They not only characterize it, but
they illustrate the natural tendency of every tariff bill framed
on the protective principle to become a bundle of infamies,
The frozen meat amendment appears here on the insistence of
a member of the committee coming from a section of the country
in which the leading industry is the production of live stock and
whose support it was deemed wise to secure. The sugar amend-
ment assures at least two Democratic votes for the bill. Pea-
nuts and cottonseed oil are offered as a bait to southern Sena-
tors traditionally opposed to legislation of this character. Corn
finds a place in the list of commodities protected by this emer-
gency measure.

What is the emergency that should impel Congress to come
to the aid of the corn belt and from what country is it essential
to exclude importations of corn? ILet us have some exposition
of the necessity of how the price of corn can be raised by an
import duty, otherwise we are forced to the conclusion that
this item was incorporated to give. Members from the ecorn
counfry an opportunity to fool their constituents into the belief
that they too profit by this bill which so generously * Scatters
plenty over a smiling land.”

A tariff bill almost inevitably becomes a vicious log-rolling
affair, the supporters of the meritorious features, if it has any,
being obliged to submit to the inclusion of numberless items that
are utterly indefensible. It aets as a magnet to draw to the
Capital the predatory. and those in whom cupidity is a dis-
tinguishing trait. They deceive by their plausibility and get
consideration by the votes they command. They eagerly attach
themselves to the political party which commits itself to a policy
that affords them an opportunity to plunder the publie, and
are numbered among its most generous contributors. They
give up without compelling resort to the methods known to over-
zealous ov conscienceless campaign managers for “frying the
fat” out of the general run of those immediately interested in
protective duties. The whole system is corrupting and has ex-
ercised a debasing influence on American political life, T am
unwilling to countenance it by my vote in favor of this measure,
even though it promises some relief to the wool industry in
which my State leads, and which is beset with untoward con-
ditions, for which the Government is itself in no small mensure
responsible, that are discouraging in the extreme and that may
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mean .bankruptey -and irnin for .notia ifew engaged un the busi-
ness. The Government owes them.the highest eonsideration, but:
I.am unwilling to aceept.it for themupon:condition ‘that .sub-
sidies ;mounting up to hundreds .of millions be woted to .in-'
terests entitled to no special consideration.

Mr. :SMOOT, _Mr. ‘President, the Senater from dlentana stul
ingists that the amendiment whieh I have offered as asubstitute.
for-the eommittec amendment imposes an . .additional .duty of 2
cents:npounil.on-sugar. I.do:not know who ‘told the Senater,
that, but i\l wishito state to:thie Benatorithat:it.is- nrmlsts.ke,-for
tie ummdmnm does not do any such thing.

Mr. WALSH of Alontana. :Will the Senator from‘Utalx_par[Iau
an interruption ? 1

Mr, -BMOOT. ¥es.

Alr, AVALSH :of Montana, The Senator .from Montana had;
the :assistanee of the adviee and counsel.of the junior Sendfor
from 'Lonsiana [Mr. @ax], who fizured itvout. for him.

Mr. SMOOT, Dees the junior Senator from Jeuisiana say
that my amendment adds to the present.tariff a dufy.of.2 cents
a,peund: on-sugar?

“Mr. "WALSH .of 3fontana. ;:I.asked the ‘junier.Seuutor .from:
Louisiana :to figure .out wwhat the «duty ‘wonld be .under ihe
amendmentof the Senator from Utah, and.he figureil .it out us'
being.2 eents o pound.

Alr. RANSDELL. [The junior.Senator from:Lodisiana maant
2. eents:in the aggregate, not 2.cents. in. addition.

Ar. (GAY. JIfthe.Senator:from Utah will yield.to me, I de-
sireito-say ihut his.amendment figurell out.l.cent.more.than the
present smite of-dnfy.

Mr. BMOOT. But that is not .what the .Senator .from “Alon-.
tana ssaid. The Beoator from Dontana said it was .2 -cents’
more,:and I told him that.it figured .out 1 .ecent.more than.the
present rate.of- duty.

Alr. (GAY. The total duty, with the addifien . of the duty.im-
posed by ‘the jamendment .of ‘the Senator ‘from Util, avould
amount to .2 (eents.

Alr. BMOOT. That is true, but my.amendment . adds only .1
cent. Twwvill:say to.the Benatarfrom Montana that'I.can figure
it iout in.n minute.if he.desirves .to know what my.amendment

more bags.of sugar than they ever produced.in. all their exist-
e?ce. /They iproduced, :as I stated on yesterday, 2,300,000 bags
of sugar.

It.seems .to.me, Mr. President, .it is:a far-fetehed ;proposition
to.stand here and tdalk about.the,price. of beets advancing dur-
ing the time of war. Bverythingz.advaneced. The duty had noth-
ing whatever.to do wwith:the priee.for beets or any.other article,
It was a question. of-what the manufaeturer would sell for. All
countries .in the vivorld .paid .unkeard-of priees for everything.
It was not any law .which was passeil by .Congress which pro-
dueed that effeet ; it.was:the.existing.conditions.

The (Senator from Montama refers to the Meat Trust being
benefited,.and they: enly beeause. of the daty upen frozen meats.

:| Does not the Senator know that from Australia there have been

millions .of ,pounds of frozen .mutton  earcnsses imported and
‘censtant]y .eoming:into -this.country? Dees ke meot know that
‘every: eold=storage plant in the United States.ic filled with those
careasses and.not.owned by the packers, but held torsell.against
thessheepman, who.is eompelled to;go. into.the same market to
sell his mutton?

Afr. WALSH of ‘Montana. (Ifthe proposed tariff shall raise
the price-of meats,-every man who lms that stock .which has
‘been brought heresfrom Australia-and elsewhere will profit by it,
avill he:mot?

AMr. BMOOT. Yes; butithe tariff-will sstep any more coming

| dn:zere by the milliens- of ;pounds, at leasf, er-if it.comes in it

awill have to pay 2 cents a pound duty,

Mr, WALSH.of Montana. The:Senator.from Utah must.not
iget into a dispute with me, Of course, wve aill.expeet it-will raise
the price.2.eents. My argument was. that that wonld not go to
‘the farmers of the country,.but.to the meat.dealers.

Alr. SMOOT'. If-en frozen beef coming into this country from
Apstralia averimpose a.duty.of 2 cents a pound if it.ds brought
dn:here, the increased priee will .go.to:the farmer, because the
price of American.muitton would be advanced that much.

Ar. HARRISON. 'Ar. President, may:I ask the.Senator what
;per: eent of Tresh.meats:in.this countyy.are controllell by the five
.big packers?

Ar. . SMOOT. Irheard-.the:Senator .frem Mentana .say 75 per

dees. The amendment ‘provides ithat forevery degree above | cent

75 degrees  there shall-be an additional, duty.of twenty-six one-
thousandihs, of a.eent;per; pound. .1t begins with 71 eents. at 75
degrees. There are 21 degrees above 70 to make it 96 per cent,
the jpereentage . of ;raw ' Cuban ‘sugar, and twen{y-six one-thou-
sandths af:a-eent.on that. makes 546 cents,:and.the Tl eents for,
the 770 "degrees «makes :$1.251% ; and the differential .en Cuban
sugar is. 20 per-eent, making 1ieent:a, pound. duty en sugar.

A, WALSH. of Montana. iLet:me-ask:the.Senator if the dif-
forenes ‘hetween him and me is not merely the difference b&
fawveen S£80,000,000 and.$160,000,0007

Afr. (BMOOT. ¥es;,if ithe law avere .in gperation for.a. mu
year antd :58,000,000,000 pounds -of -sugar avere .consumed, the
differenee would ibe the .difference .between $80,000,000 a.ml
$160,000,000. That is exaetly what it would be.

The Senater ‘from Montann .also.said that the beet grower
will get no advantage whatever from the duty; that.it nile:t}
gortochim ;:that the priee of beets -is not.based upon:the;price.of
suzar, :I do not iknow ‘what .is /the.custom in Montana, but I
Tknowavhat it ds In Utah; nml 1.know .that ithe. mimmum price;
for beets during the/last year wvas §12 a ton. IJurther know,
that the ‘eontraet (provides .fhat for every.dollar of.increase in)
the priee of -sugar bevond a price:of 12.¢ents per pound the;
farmer-shall .get :S1.a1ton more 'for his beets. That is the con-,
tract in‘the State of Utah,.and in:all-of ‘the ‘places where ihe,
Utah-Idaho Sugar Co, operates the smme’ contract ,provision is,
maile, If sugar had rewained. at. 20.ecents.n jpound, -the 'beet
farmers in /Utal would have reeeived $$20.a ton for their beets.
The beet-sugar factories were compelled to pay-$12 a ton to the;
farmer, though it eost, with §12ibeets, $0.54.a hundred.to m.nke
the sugar, while:the fsetorles are mlllng the-sugar to-doy for 87,
ahundred, or T eents a:pound.

AMr. \W!\L-B}I of Alontana. The.figures which.I gave shmml
thut the faetories also paid §12 a ton rfor sugar beets.in quou.‘

1
Mr SM@OT, ‘And there was not.any.change.in the dufy.upon,
beets.
~Mr. WALSH of Mentana. That price avasiregarded as! heing}
so unremunerative hy the farmers: that tie-sugar-beet.factoriesi
last :year swvere ‘uble to -obtain -enly -one-fourth - of 'their heet|
capaeity. F
Mr. SMaOT.,  At:$12:aton? ]
Dy, 'WALSH (of Montana. At §12.n:ton.
Ar.(SMOOT. Then the:sitnation:in. Alontann’ tswe:y\dim!rmt
from what /it isin other Btates avhere-the beetsugar :industry
exists, .The Utahand Iddho sugar factories;produced last year:

AMr. HARRISON. Bees iae Senator from Utah takeissue with
thim-on that,statement?

Mr. SMOOT. Yes; I take the,

Mr. HARRISON. _Heow. much does the Senntor sav.ithe per-
icentage. is?

Afr. SMOOT. 'Some say.they coritrol.a little over half of it
jand. some say.a-little less.than half,

‘Bfr, HARIUSON. “What does the Federal Trade Comuiission
isay, -may. 1. ask the Senator?

SMr. SMOOT. I forget the.exact percentage whi¢h they fix,

‘Mr. HARRISON, TThey.say.T3,per ceit,do they not?

Alr. SMOOT. In-some.cases; in:the ease of beef, but.not in
Ithe case of mutton.

Mr. HARRISON.
iper.cent.

Mr. SMOOT. That:is what the Senatorsays.

Alr. HARRISON. TLat is what the Federal Trade Commission
ISOYs.

‘Mr. BMOOT. ¥Yes.

AMr. President, the Senator from Montana has undertaken to
imake a.great.deal ont.of the fact that in years past there was a
(duty on sugar beets. A low rate of duty was put on sugar beets,
{but that was béfore there wasany sugar-beet industry developed
in this country.

Afr. WALSH -of Montana. AMr. -President, the Sendtor misun-
‘derstood me, T.did not spedk-dbhout any duty on sugar beets.

My, SSMOOT. What did'the SBenater have réference to, then?

Alr, " WALSH of Montana. If the Senator had followed me, he

wotilll have understood the reference, I-was speaking about tak-
ing off the duty on sugar anil stated that the price of beets did
not fall when the duty was talen off of'sugar, and 'T asserted
that it would not-rise*when the iluty is put en.

TMr, BMOOT. The Senator may have said * beet sugar,” but

I understood 'his reference to'be to sugar beets. “However that
may be, Mr, President, so far as the duty on sugar is concerned,
wherever-the farmer-ispaid-en-the basis of the price of sugar
the duty upon sugar will ¢hange“the price he receives for beets,
andihe avill-get the increased. price ; there.is no doubt about that,
That seems-to be’the poliey “that is adopted now nearly every-
where except in Montana, and I do not know why it is not
atdepted-there, although, of course, they may have a:reason for
pursuing a different course.

“The amendment whi¢h T have offered simply .provides, as I

have said, 1 eent a pound additional duty on sugar. That is not
gaing totake care of the'losses which the sugar manufacturers

Of fresh and frozen medts they control 73
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have got to meet this year; everybody recognizes that fact; and
if we are going to develop the sugar Industry of this country,
~or even if we aim to help that industry retain its present status,
‘those engaged in the production of sugar can not go on losing
money, as they will lose money this year, I will say to the Sen-
ator. YWhen the time comes that Cuba can drive out the sugar
lindustry in this couniry so that it is left entirely in the hands
of the refiners in the United States, God have mercy upon the
American people.

Senators talk about the proposed duty costing the American
people $80,000,000. I ask them to go back to the years hefore
‘the war and find out what advantages the American people re-
lceived when beet sugar first came upon the market, and ascer-
\tain the effect the beet sugar had upon the price at which Cuban
sugar was selling at that time. I can go back to the year 1911
and show that the sugar refiners of the East, handling nothing
but Cuban sugar, made enough out of the American people to
pay many times over the $80,000,000 which the Senator com-
plains will be imposed upon the American people if my amend-
ment is adopted; but just as scon as the first beet sugar came
upen the market the price began to fall. If this industry is not
worth saving to the American people, and we do not want to
raise any revenue by a duty on sugar, the best thing to do'is to
strangle the industry at once; wipe it out, and depend upon
foreign countries for the sugar supply. I do not believe the
American pecple want that dene.

The Senator from North Carelina [Mr. Snemons], and also
the Senator from Montona [Mr. Warse], say that it will cest
tho American people $80,000,000. Every single dollar that is
rauized from the importation ef sugar into the United States
would have to be raised from some other source if sugnr were
placed on the free list. The expenses of the Government ean be
met enly through taxation, and no taxes of any kind are imposed
on goods, particularly those which we are compelled to import
into this country, that the people de not pay. If you do net
raise a part of the neeessary revenue from sugar, you have got
to raise it from some other source. It is all very well to talk
about free sugar saving to the Ameriean people $160,000,000, but
it wilt not save it. Whatever is collected goes into th~ Treasury
of the United States. Sugar must be Imported; the people de-
mand it; and if it were free, and there were nothing going into
the Treasury of the United States, it would have to be raised
from some other sourcd; and from whatever souree it might be
raised, I say to the Senator now, it would have to be paid by
the consumer in the end.

I do not think it is necessary to say anything meore about this
amendment. My amendment provides for a greatly reduced
rate on sugar from that which was reported by the committee;
and last evening I explained it, and told the Senate why it was
proposed. There is no necessity of repeating it.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I had hoped that the Senator
from Utah would.answer some of the arguments of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]. The Senater
from Mentana, in a very able and clear speech, although his see-
tion might be said to be interested, told the Senate why he could
not support this bill and lay this enormous tax upon the backs
of the American people, the eonsumers of the land. He told how
much they would have to pay on fresh :nd frozen meats, on
cattle and live stoek, on sugar, on wheat, and the various other
things. I had heped that the distinguished Senator fror: Utal,
who has oceupied very liitle of the time that has been econsumed
in the discussion of this bill, would give some reasons for this
outrazeous action of his party in this matter.

Mr. SMOOT. MMr. President, I will say to the Senator that L
have not taken very mucli timeé on aceount of the filibuster that
hLias been going on,

Mr. HARRISON. The filibuster that bas. been going on?

Mr. SMOOT. I want to say to the Senator that if I had an-
swered in detail it would have taken quite a while; but the Sena-
tor will remember that the Senator from Montana said that there
was 25,000,000,000 pounds of frozen beef consumed in the
United States; and that 2 cents & pound upon that meant $500,-
000,000, and that it was going to cost the people of the United
States that much. Then, on the other hand, he immediately
said that if this duty of 2 cents a peund was put on, the ralser
of the meat would never get a cent of it. Now, it can nct be true
both ways.

Mr. HARRISON., Why, the Senator from Montana showed
that this tariff on fresh and frozen meats would benefit the five
great packers that the Senator from Utah recently defended in
part, at least, upon the floor of the Senate when legislation affect-
ing them was attempted to be passed in this body. The Senator
from Montana said that the five big packers controlled about
75 per cent of the fresh and frozen meats in this country, and

the Senator from Utah took issve with him; and yet the Sen-
afor knows that the Federal Trade Commission in its report,
after a full investigation, said that they controlled 73 or 83 per
eent of the fresh and frozen meats.

Mr. SMOOT.  Yes; and the Senator from Utah toek an hour
and a half the other day in the Senate to show that some of the
other reports that were made by the Federal Trade Commission
were absolutely wrong.

Mr. HARRISON, Oh, yes.

Mr. SMOOT. And I say to the Senator now that the reports
of the Federal Trade Commission can not be relied upon.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; the Senator from Mississippi knows
the opposition of the Senator from Utah to the Federal Trade
Commission.

Mr. SMOOT. Of eourse, if the Senator from Mississippi has
been designated to occupy the balance of the day, I do not care
about interrupting him now,

My. HARRISON. I am delighted to have the Senator inter-
rupt me. Perhaps we ean get some information about this
proposition, and some reasons why certain taxes are placed
upon certain artieles here.

Here is what the report of the Federal Trade Commission
says about frozen beef. It says that the five big packers have
62,535,607 pounds, and that 95 per cent of all the fresh and
frozen beef in the United States is controlled by the five big
packers. I shall not take up the time of the Senate to read
further from that report.

The Senator says there is a filibnster. There-is no filibuster
here. We want a vote on this bill. We want to see how
many Senators on the other slde of the Chamber are willing
to tax the American people and increase the cost of living after
their promise, only three months ago, that they were going to
reduce the high cost of Hving.

Mr, SMOOT. It has been redunced.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; it has been reduced. I want to read
from this book that the Senator has seen, with the pictures of
two very distinguished persoms upon the outside—the Repub-
lean Campaign Textbook for 1920,

Mr. SMOOT. For the tenth time,

Mr. HARRISON. No; this is the first fime. The Senator
sees, even in his dreams, the campaign pamphlet that was dis-
tributed through the country in the recent campaign, when in
large letters they said: “ Why 25-cent sugar?”

~ Mr. SMOOT. It is § cents fo-day.

Mr. HARRISON., *“Why 25-cent sugar?™ and how you were
going to reduce it. That is the pamphlet that the Senator from
Utah has in mind—the pamphlet that he called for from the
Republican national campaign headquarters and said, * Give
me a reprint; give me more of these; Iet us show to the people
that we are going to reduce the price of sugar fo the consumers
of the country,” and now you propose to increase it.

Mr, SMOOT. It is 8 cents a pound fo-day.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes. The Senator did not like the way
that the Sugar Equalization Beard funetioned during the war,
and yet they held sugar down to the consumers of the country
and saw that the Army got a sufficient amount of it, and they
turned into the Treasury thirty-odd millions of dollars, and as
soon as they were forced to relinquish control the price began
to. soar.

Mr., SMOOT. The Senator is mistaken when he says that
the Senator from Utah objected to the Sugar Equalization
Board.

Mr. HARRISON. O, the Senator has criticized it; and
when the MeNary bill was up for discussion the Senater from
Utah spoke sgainst it time after time, and finally we had to
compromise on an amendment that the Senator proposed in
order to get it through.

AMr. SMOOT. And the Sensator from Utah was following out
exactly the reeommendations made by that board, and M.
Zabriskie's own statement, as the Senator knows, was exactly
in accord with the pesition the Senator from Utah toolk.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; and they were wrong all the way
through.

Mr: SMOOT. Oh, certalnly. If anybody does not agree with
the Senator from Mississippi, he is wrong.

r. HARRISON. The Senator knew that sugar was con-
tinuing to go higher all the time, and that unless we extended
by law the life of the Sugar Equalization Board and allowed
them to handle the proposition it would go still higher.

Mr, SMOOT. The Senator from Mississippi was just criticiz-
ing the Senator from Utah for criticizing, as he thought, the
Sugar Equalizing Board. Then when I eall his attention to
the truth of the situation he turns around and criticizes the
same board.
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Mr. HARRISON. Why, the Senator knows that there was
a division in the Sugar Equalization Board touching that
matter,

Mr. SMOOT. OQOne man.

Mr. HARRISON. Dr. Taussig took one position about if,

Mr. SMOOT. That is all.

Mr. HARRISON. The President of the United Stafes took
a position with him, and the Senate Committee on Agriculiure
and Forestry took a position with him, and afterwards the
Congress of the United States took his position on the propo-
sition and extended the life of the Sugar Equalization Board.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows that the President of the
Unlts:;] States was not a member of the Sugar Equalization
Board.

Mr. HARRISON.
his recommendation.

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator knows that the Commitiee on
Agriculture and Forestry had nothing to do with the equalization
board; the Senator knows that Congress had nothing to do
with it, but that every member of that board except Dr. Taussig
was in favor of the position taken by Mr. Zabriskie, and I
took the very position that they did.

Mr, HARRISON. It was an incorrect position.

Mr. SMOOT. So the Senator says.

Mr. HARRISON. And the Congress afterwards said it was
an incorrect position ; the Senate Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry said it was; the Attorney General said it was; the
President of the United States said it was; and the facts that
have arisen since then have demonstrated that the Senator
was wrong in his position——

Mr. SMOOT. No.

Mr. HARRISON. Because as soon as the Sugar Equalization
Board ceased to function sugar went up, and then the Senator’s
party got out their pamphlet and said, * Why 25-cent sugar?”
and now that it is going down they want to increase the price
E

Why, of course, he was not, but he made

1zain,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, the Sugar Equalization Board
wanted to purchase the Cuban crop of sugar.

Mr. HARRISON. Why, of course, they did,

AMyp. SMOOT. And the President of the United States would
not allow them to do it.

AMr. HARRISON. Yes,

Mr. SMOOT. And if they had purchased the Cuban crop of
sugar, as the board wanted to do, with the exception of Dr.
Taussig—the only member of it who took that position—the
price of sugar in this country never would have soared to 25
cents, the matter to which the Senator has referred.

Mr. HARRISON. Why, the Senator knows that the reasen
why the President did not favor purchasing the Cuban crop of
sugar at that time was because the life of the act was to expire
at n certain time, and he asked that Congress extend the act so
that the Sugar Equalization Board could continue and not die
with the act as it was written; and the Congress afterwards ex-
tended the act, as the Senator knows. Some of us wanted it
extended for a year, but we had to compromise on about six
months, I think.

Mr. SMOOT. Why, Mr, President, at the time that they asked
for an extension, after the President had refused to buy the
sugar or allow the Sugar Equalization Board to buy it or con-
tract for it, that board had months and months of life ahead
of it.

Mr. HARRISON. How many months of life ahead of it?

AMr. SMOOT. 1 think it was eight months, as I remember.

Mr, HARRISON. It was a very short time,

Mr. SMOOT. No; it was not a short time. It was plenty of
time to buy all the Cuban crop of sugar, and there was plenty
of time to distribute that sugar, too. There is not any doubt
about that: but that was an afterthought, after they had known
that there was a mistake made that cost the American people
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars.

Mr, HARRISON., I am glad to hear the Senator's position.
I am glad to hear him try to excuse himself.

This campaign textbook, as the Senator from Utah and other
Senators on the other side expressed themselves in the cam-
paign, says much about a revision of taxes and a reduction of
the high cost of living. I want to read just a few passages, so
that the Recorp will show just how the Senator and his party
are carrying out their promises to the American people.

1 notice that on page 830 of this remarkable document, under
“Tax revision,” it says:

Plan and fashion as we will, the country is in for a prolonged period
of hravy taxation.

That is one truth they told.
Facing this prospect, everﬂ: effort should be made to use those par-

ticular taxes which will do least harm to the economic and social life
of the Nation and at the same time realize the largest measure of

justice as to Incidence and distribution. Such policies are certain to
g:gibate to the corrective forces making for a reduction of living

So says this remarkable document.

Now, the Senator from Utah, in his explanation a few mo-
ments ago, said that if we did not put this tax on sugar we
would have to raise the money in some other way. Doubtless
that is true; we will have to raise it in some other way; but
there is a difference between the views of the Senator from
Utah and some of us on this side of the aisle, perhaps not all
of us, certainly a difference between the Senator's party and
our party, as to the means to be employed to raise these taxes.
He would levy this tax, whether it is $80,000,000 or $160,-
000,000—and that is the difference that was debated for some
time between the Senator from Montana and the Senator from
Utah—but, to take the Senator’s figures of $80,000,000, he would
raise that amount by taxing the people of this country, rich and
poor alike, who need sugar to eat. It is necessary for themr
to have it for their very existence.

We would not put a heavy tax upon the poor people of the
country, who must have sugar in order to live, but would put it,
if need be, upon the wealthy of the land or upon those who are
more able to bear the burden of taxation.

I go further in this remarkable document and read more of
this good stuff, if it could have been believed, in the matter of
reduction of the high cost of living:

The influence of rising prices upon such accumulations has Dbeen to
reduce their economic effectiveness ‘i 50 per cent since 1914. In other
words, the savings’ bank depositor, the beneficiary of insurance policies,
the possessor of building and loan association credits, the owner of
securities and investments has had taken from him in the past five
years in substance one-half of that which he had put aside and sup-
posed himself to possess. To the extent that the dollar may hereafter
regain its purchasing power of five years ago, he will recover the loss
as to that part of his savings of which he is still the possessor. In so
tarh?s it will have been expended in the interim, the injury is irrep-
arable,

This is not a wholesome exhibit. Working and middle-class savings
represent denial and sacrifice to secure provision against sickness, acci-
dent, and old age, and to assure protection, after the death of the
breadwinner, to dependent wife and children. That a large part of
what has been earned, often painfully over many {ears and put aside at
great cost in spirit of thrift, foresight, and family devotion, should at
the moment when needed be found to have been cut In half, is a cruel
misearringe of economic justice. As one man wrote in answer to our
questionnaire, a man who had retired on the savings of 40 years of
toil, “The frult of 20 years of hard work has been wi out.”

Salaries: Little need be said as to the plight of salaried classes,
ol uent upon the increased cost of living; ém fact is one of wide-
spread and intimate experience,

Oh, yes; you were going to help him out; you were going to
reduce it. You say:

Even under the relatively favorable conditions that have prevailed
in the past five years, the waic earner has been compelled to fight to
maintain his foothold, as to standard of life, in the guicksand of
rising living costs.

Yet on your first opportunity after writing that into your
campaign textbook you want to press down ‘upon these wage
earners higher prices for everything they need.

I go further. You have a big chapter here on the high cost
of living, which reads:

To the plain citizen of the United States the term * high cost of
living " has a clear and definite meaning. It sums up the hardship and
suffering that the American people have borne during the past five
years, because of the great rise in the prices of the goods and of the
services upon which their income is ord naril¥ spent. Had wages and
incomes increased in like proportion at equal pace and for the same
cause as general prices, there would have E;een no relative increase in
living costs.

Then we find in big black letters, on page 153 of this remark-
able document, larger type than the other part of the book:

The high cost of living.

And under that among other things, you condemn the Demo-
eratic ndministration for what it did, and you say:

There is no short way out, and we decline to deceive the people with
vain promises or quack remedies.

Let me read it again, I am afraid the Senator from Utah
did not hear it.

There 1s no short way out, and we decline to deceiye the people with
vain promises or gquack remedies.

You promised them to reduce the high cost of living, and you
said you would not give them any quack remedy, and yet you
offer the greatest quack remedy here in the form of this emer-
gency tariff bill that was ever introduced into the American
Congress,

Let me go further.
letters:

The burden of taxation imposed upon the American people is stag-
gering—

Under * Taxation” you have in big black
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Says the Republican campaign textbook. Then in the n!at-.

form, on the subject of the high cost of living, your party said:

The prime cause of the ret::'lﬁt ost of living! has been first and
foremost a 00 per cent dep ion in the purchasing power of the
dollar—

And so forth, ' :

/- Further, on the guestion of the high cest of living, we find

108 1

Much of the Injury wrought is irreparable, There Is no short way
out, and we decline to deceive the people with vain promises or quack
remedies.

The Senator from Utah krows this is a quack proposition.
His conscience is stricken already even on the sugar item. He
saw that the original proposition that was incorporated in the
bill and reported out of the Finance Committee was such a
great burden on the eonsnming masses, his conscience was so
stricken over that action, that he is trying to set his party
right in that ope item. But he knows that there are other pro-
visions in this bill more infamous than that, more iniguitous
than that, which will earry a hardship to the Ameriean people
even greater than the sugar propesition, which in its oniginal
form would have probably meant a burden of §300,000,000 on
the American peaple.

- As suggested by the Senator from Arizona {[Mr. SamrTm], If it
is mot a quack ¥, how about the duty on corn? You
know you are trying to deceive the people on corn. Everyone
knows there is not as much corn eoming into this country as is
raised in one county in the State of IHineis. There is only
$2,000 a year estimated as the return in revenue on corn coming
in, Yet, thengh you told the people three months ago in that
remarkable document in your platform and in large letters that
you * decline to deceive the people with vain promises or quack
remedies,” on the very first opportunity you give them this
guack propesition on corn alone,

I read from a speech of a very distinguished Republican, the
man who carried to victory the Republican standard in Novem-
ber. In his speech of acceptance he said certmin things, and
among them these:

1 belieye that the tax burdens imposed for the war emergency must be
ggwihs:d 1od, t‘l;lf necds of peace and In the interest of equity in distribution

Are you proposing to -do that in this bill? 1Is there any equity
in the distribution of the burden, as was suggested by the stand-
ard bearer of the Republican Party?

Then, as te the high cost of living, the President elect said:

One can not gpeak of indn -and commerce and the transportation
on which they are dependent without an ea ‘thought of the abnormal
cost of lUving and the problems in ity wake, It ls easy to inveigh, but
that avails nothing.

Then, in reading the great speech in the Chicago convention
of the temporary chairman of that conventien, the leader of the
Republican Party in this body, Senater Lones, I notice he talked
abeut the high cost of living and suggested certain remedies.
Among other things Senator Lopee in this keynote speech at
the Republican convention said something that is most inter-
esting:

The rise of prices, the high cost of living which reach dally Into every
home, ‘Is the most pressing as it is the mnst difficult and most essential
prublrm which cnmil nts us.

He was the spokesman of the Republicun Party in your con-
vention, saying that the moest mportant (uestion that was
pressing itself upon Congress svas the high cost of living. He
goes further. He wanted to suggest a remedy in this speech,
und he said:

The most potent remedy of all against advances In the high cost of
living, however, iles in production, which can not be reached dlroctly
by statutes, If pmdnctlon beging to fall and fall off, the cost of
thing will he advancecl -ﬁ, the simple foree of scarcity which mevttab ¥
drives prices up o most essential remedy dor high eosts I8 to
keep up and lucrease produetion and cularly should every effort
be made to advance the productivity of the farms.

Those were words of wisdom that were falling then. He
said further:

Just how much the Government can 4o in this direction is mnecer-
taln, but it ean ald and support, and if anything .can be done it must
not be omitted or owverlooke

Two you believe that Senator Lober, as the spokesman of
the Republican Party in that convention, would have had the
audacity fo suggest that this soon affer the election, should
they be successful, they would introduce and report favorably
from the Finance Committee such a bill as this, imposing a
heavy tax upon sugar, and bread, and butter, and milk, and
fresh beef, and wool, and all the various things which. are
enumerated in this bill? The Senator knows they would not
have gotten started at the post if he had made any suggestion
like that; but all through this remarkable document just the
opposite was suggested. You were inveighing against the
high cost of living, you were blaming the party in power for

it, atthowgh you did not tell the American people that for two
Years you had controlled the Senate, as well as the House, und
that all legisiation was under the control of your party. There
was but a small percentage of the American people in that com-
paign who ever thought that the Democratic Party was not
still in control of the House and the Senate. Buf yeu inveighed
aguinst the party then in power for the high cost of living,
You were going to reduce it. The spokesman at the conven-
tion said so. Your candidate for President said so, and all
through this document passages in big black letters gave that
impression to the people.

Senator Lopee said further in this remarkable specch:

I have touched mpon this matter of prices and the high cost of
living because it ig altogether the most important domestic question
now before the country and one to which the Republican l-‘nrty should
address itself without delay in every direction where hieélp is possibie.

Are you doing it? Senators, you are pursuing just the oppo-
site conrse. You are trying tﬂ add ie the burden instead of re-
moving the burden from the consuming masses.

If the Senator from Utah, whose conscience has been so
stricken that he has reduced the tax that his party would place
upon the people of some $300,000,000 on sugar alone and which
his party in this Chamber recommended should be passed, has
been moved to reduce it from 2 cents and a fraction down to
1 cent additional tax per pound, why does he not reduce some
of the other outrageous proposals in the bill? If be thought a
2-cent increase on sugar was too much, why .does he not think
that an increase of 30 cents a pound on wool in some instances is
too much? What reasoning did the Senator fellow, if he be-
lieved 2 cenis on sngar is too much and if his conscience would
not permit him to wvote for a bill carrying that and prompted
im to reduce it to 1 cent, that he does mot try to reduce the
tax on wool, which is preposed, of 30 cents a pound increase in
some instanees and on scme kinds far more than that?

Mr. SMOOT. Why does not the Senator ask the Senator from
Montana [Mr. WaLsu] that question?

Mr. HARRISON. No; the Senator from Montana is on the
minority side on this guestion. The Senator from Utah has
great influence in this body, has commanding inflnence; his
word is almost law in this body, certainly in the Finanee Com-
mittee of the Senate, so I know of no man here to whom the
guestion should be more properly directed than the Senator
from Utah. I ask again the Senator from Utah, although he
tells e to ask the Senator from Montana.

AMr. SMOOT, I wish to say to the Senator that there is
quite a difference, and I could give an explanation of it, but I
do not desire to interrupt the wonderful speech being made by
the Senator from Mississippl.

Mr. HARRIBON. I am gladto have the Senator interrupt me.

Mr, SMOOT. However, really, I thank him for his compli-
mentary remarks, which I do not deserve.

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; the Senator does deserve them. If
the Senator’s conscience hurt him with reference to the sugar
item, let us see about some others, and why it is that his con-
science is so seared against them. On wheat, the Senator's
conscience will stand for an increase from nothing, in most in.
stances, to 40 cents a bushel, and ¥et he says that his con-
svience weould not stand for the outrageous proposal of the
Senate Finance Committee with reference to sugar, and so he
is going to reduce that item. I asked him the same question
as to corn. That is raised from 8 cents, tlie rate under the
Underwood bill, to 15 cents a bushel in the pending bill; on
beans the rate is increased from nothing to $1.20 a bushel; on
peanuts, from three-eighths of a cent to 3 cents a pound; on
potatoes, from nothing to 25 cents a bushel; on fresh and
frozen beef, veal, mutton, lamb, and pork, from nothing fo 2
cents a pound. Why not reduce that last item to 1.cent, as the
Senator's conseience moves him to do in the sugar proposition?

On wool the rate is raised from 8 to 15 and 30 cents a pound,
and on seoured wool to 45 cents a pound. Does not the Senator
think that is pretty high? How does the Senator explain that
his conscience would not permit him to stand for the recom-
mendation of the Finance {Commitiee with reference to sugar,
that would increase the present rate to 2 cents a pound, and at
the same time his conscience will permit him to stand an increase
of 45 cents on scoured wool?

Butier is increased from 2§ cents to 8 cents a pound, an
increase of practically 6 cents a pound. Cheese has been in-
creased. -Of course, the old rate was an ad valorem rate, but
that has been increased to 5 eents a pound. Milk the Senntor
proposes to inerease 2 cents a gallon .and cream 5.cents a gallon.
Thus I could go on down the list and mention hides and various
other things. I do not understand the force of the Senator’s
reasoning when he says that his copscience will not stand for
the high rate on sugar proposed by the Finance Committee,
which is about 2 cents a pound, but will stand for all the other
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infamous, indefensible, inexcusable, and iniquitous propositions
that are carried in the bill.

Mr. SMITH of Arizona. If the Senator will permit me, I
should like to ask how the cost of living is to be reduced by a
30 per cent ad valorem duty on the importation of cattle into
New Mexico, for instance? The 30 per cent which I understand
is provided for in the bill, it will be seen, would mean an
increase on every steer that was to be killed. The effect it
would have, if it was done as an emergency measure, would be
to raise the price of local live stock and to prevent the importa-
tion of any other. We are still met by the argument that the
cost of living is being increased by both processes.

Mr. HARRISON. That is true, but the bill has for its pur-
pose, as some one has said, the increasing of the burden to the
Ameriean people. I think it is very correctly characterized.
In a very short while we shall have an opportunity to vote upon
the proposition.

There have been a number of amendments offered to the bill.
I was just scanning through some offered by Senators on this
side and some by Senators on the other side of the aisle. I
notice that the Senator from Washington [Mr. JoxEs] desires a
20 per cent increase over the present rates on canned salmon.
He does not propose that merely the farmers be taken care of.
He wanis to get the fishermen taken care of also by putting a
tariff on eanned salmon. Anything that the American people
must eat, anything that they need in order to live, it is proposed
to increase in cost to them. Then he mentions herrings and
finally gets down to cherries and apples. The same Senator from
Washington saw that the Senate Finance Committee had omitted
ezgs and poultry from the proposition. I do not know why they
were omitted. They included about everything else that the
people need—~frozen beef, milk, butter, cheese, sugar, wheat,
flour, und all those things. But the Senator from Washington
saw that they had omitted eggs, and so he sald, “ Let us put a
tax of 12 cents a dozen on eggs.” Why, Mr. President, eggs
for weeks and weeks have cost over $1 a dozen. I do not know
what they are ecosting now. Whatever they are, it takes a mil-
Jionaire to buy them, but they have been away up in price all
the time. I notice that before the Ways and Means Committee
some one has proposed a tax on eggs in order to try to protect
the hens of the United States against the hens of China and
Japan. Here we shall have an opportunity fo vote on the
amendment offered by the Senator from Washington.

1f the policy of the Republican side of the Chamber is to be
carried out, we will have the amendment incorporated in the
bill to put a tax of 12 cents a dozen on eggs. On frozen eggs the
Senator wants a tax of 20 cents a dozen and on dressed poultry
a tax of 15 cents a pound. How fis the Senator from Utah going
to get out of that proposition? That is no more infamous than
the other provisions carried in the so-called emergency tariff bill.

I notice another amendment offered by the Senator from New
Hampshire [Mr. Moses]. He is not safisfied with the treat-
ment of his people in this proposition, and so he says that
needles for knitting or sewing machines shall be taxed $1 a
thousand and 25 per cent ad valorem; latch needles—I do not
know what those are—$1.15 per thousand and 35 per cent ad
valorem. Even the poor old woman who has to buy sugar and
flour, and milk and butter, and some clothing, wool or cotton, it
does not make any difference which, must pay a tax on all those
things, and now the Senator from New Hampshire wants us to
place a tax on the needles that she buys.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr, Longe], the leader on
the Republican side of the Senate, is not satisfied with the bill,
and so there must be something included to get him to support
it. It is a regular logrolling venture, as was suggested by the
Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]. We need these voies to
pass it, and so we will bargain with you, we will give you a
sugar tariff in order to get your vote, we will give you a tariff
on your live stock and your frozen meats, but you have to vote
with us to put through the bill. If you have some cherries or
apples we will give you a tax on them, but you have to stand
with us on the final passage of the bill

Then they come down to us in the South, and they say, * Here
is where we catch some of the Senators from the South,” Sen-
ators who have always inveighed against a protective tariff,
who have abused the Republican Party since their entrance
into the politieal arena for the high-protection principle for
which the Republican Party stands. So when they get down
South they say, “ They raise a lot of cotton in the South and
we will put a tariff on that.” I doubt not that this scheme
originated in the fertile brain of the Senator from Utah, be-
cause he is adroit, he is smart, he is able, and he knows the
tacties to employ to put through the Senate a bill that has as
much infamy as is contained in the pages of this bill,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I can not stand for all this
flattery and these cowplinrentary statements, because they are
not true, they are not correct. I desire to say to the Senator
from Mississippi that the first motion that was made in the
Finance Committee was made by the Senator from Utah, and
that motion was that we report the bill just as it eame from the
House and that we oppose all amendments in the committee
and on the floor of the Senate. So the laudations which the
Senator from DMississippi is heaping upon the Senator from
Utah are not justified.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, as a1 member of the conr
m!tttee I can testify to the accuracy of the Senator’s state-
ment.

Mr. McKELLAR. I think it needs some limitations and some
reservations, becavse I am quite sure the Senator fromr Utah
has very vigorously espoused the cause of the.sugar tax, and
that is an amendment.

Mr. THOMAS. It isan amendment to an amendment,

Mr. McKELLAR. Itis an amendnrent to an amendment ; but
I say there are reservations to be made to that statement. The
Senator from Utah has espoused just as vigorously as almost
anyone else the tax on sugar. It is not quite as large as the tax
placed in the bill by the committee over his protest, as I
understand, but, nevertheless, it is an amendment of the bill
as passed by the House. The bill as passed by the House con-
tained no tax on sugar.

Mr. SMOOT. I wish to say to the Senator that after the
antendments were agreed to and after it became clear that we
were going to change it, of course 1 knew that it would have
to go back to the House, because it changes the position of the
House entirely. Then it became a question for me to use my
own judgment, and that is what I did.

Mr. McKELLAR. I said there should be some reservations.

Mr. SMOOT. I really did not know what the Senator had in
mind when he made that statement. I am glad to hear hinr
state what he had in mind.

Mr. HARRISON. That bears out exactly what I had in mind.
1 said the Senator was able, that he was adroit, that he knows
how to put legislation through the Senate. He would never
have shown his fine Italian hand in the Senate on this propo-
sition. He knew the best way to secure a tariff on woo!l, with
liis joker in the bill, was to pass it in the exact form in which
it came from the House, though he would not have been the one
on that committee to have suggested the tax on sugar, the tax
on frozen beef that protects the five big packers of the country
who control 80 per cent of the frozen and fresh beef in the
ecountry. No; but there are other members on the committee
and the Senator dominates some of them. You can not blame
them. A Senator who occupies a position on the great Appro-
priations Committee and on the Finance Committee wields an
influence here that is exalted, that is powerful. So there might
have been a member of that committee seeking favor with the
Senator from Utah who allowed himself to be seduced, so to
speak, when the amendment was offered. The Senator may
have said, “ Well, I will vote for it; there are enough votes to
pass it, anyway " ; and the amendment was reported out.

The logrolling process continues, and when the measure comes
upon the floor of the Senate here an appeal is made to the live-
stock men, and so there is a tax placed on cattle and other live
stock and on frozen meats. An appeal is made to the Senators
from Louisiana, and so we have a duty on sugar. Then an ap-
peal is made to some Senators who come from Democratic
States, Senators who, as I have said, have always heretofore
inveighed against the Republican doctrine of protection and
said that it robbed the many in order to benefit the few, and
those Senators change front because they think they can go
back to their people and hand them this “gold brick" in the
shape of a duty on cotton.

So when I was so fulsome in my laudation and praise of the
Senator from Utah, when I said that he, perhaps, conceived the
idea of putting a tax on cotton in order to have some o1 the
sonthern Senators fall into line, I was paying him a very just
tribute. The thing at which I am surprised is that the Sen-
ator's party has not heretofore attempted to put a tariflf on
cotton in order to try to hoodwink the cofton farmers of the
South.. I do not think he would have obtained the vote of any
Senator over on this side by that policy, though it is the old
policy which has often been pursued.

That is the policy that is pursued, if I recall correctly, by a
she bear who with her young is being pursued. She will
drop one cub in order to divert the attention of her pursuers.
Some of us on this side who come from cotton-growing sections,
however, are not going to be diverted by having thrown at us a
tariff on cotton. We are going to pursue this iniquitous bill to
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the end, and we are going to crush it if we can get any support
on the other side,

Mr, SMOOT. I have to smile at the earnestness of the Sena-
tor from Mississippi.

Mr. HARRISON. I am very earnest.

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to say, however, that the House of
Representatives put the 7 cents a pound duty on cotton. It
seems to me that the Senator from Mississippi ought to ask the
two Democratic Senators from Arizona why they desire the 7
cents a pound on cotton which was imposed by the House and
which was in this bill as it came from that body increased to
30 cents a pound. That would be the proper source to go to in
orider to trace the iniquity at least of one of the propesed amend-
ments to the bill.

Mr, HARRISON. I know that the Benators from Arizona, so
far as this bill is concerned, have had no influence in putting on
an amendment. The influence must come from the Senator from
Utah or from some one who is in this conspiracy with him.
The Senator from Utah says the provision relating to cotton
was initiated in the other House. However, the influence of the
Senator from Utah does not stop on this side of the Capitol.
A Senator who serves as a conferee upon the great appropria-
fion and revenue bills, who is the leader in his State and in the
Nation of what is ealled a great political party, has some in-
fluence on the other side of the Capitol.

Now, I want to go further with some of the amendments, for T

have been diverted. I see that the leader on the other side of
the aisle offered an amendment to the bill, and here is his
amendment. That amendment has got to be accepted, perhaps,
or he has got to be satisfied in some way in order to get his
vote for the bill, because I can not for the life of me understand
how the Senators from New Hampshire, or the Senators from
Vermont, or the Senators from New York, or the Senators from
Massachusetts, or from Rhode Island, or from Connecticut, or
from Pennsylvania, or from any States In that section of the
country can afford to vote for a bill which will bring reprisals
and retaliation on us by other nations in their dealings with us;
that will embarrass and handicap us in our whole foreign trade;
that will restrict the great manufacturers of the East who have
found markets abroad from selling their products there, I
can not understand how those Senators—and I include in that
list the Senator from Michigan [Mr. TowxsEND], who represents
the great industrial city of Detroit and other industrial cities
such as Grand Rapids, Lansing, and Jackson, where men have
been thrown out of employment because the automobile industry
is going a little slowly at this time; where bread lines, if the
newspapers (uote the situation correctly, have been formed;
where men are walking the streets by the thousands waiting to
be taken back into the factories of that State—I can not under-
stand how a Senator from the State of Michigan can vote for
this bill that will lay the heavy hand of taxation on all the
necessaries which those men need in order to live,
I should very much dislike to have the task on my hands of
explaining my vote for this bill to the people who reside in the
great industrial centers of Pennsylvania, New York, and
throughout the East, including Massachuseits, from which
comes the leader of the Republican Party in this Chamber,

However, the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. Lobae], the
leader of the Republicans of the Senate, offered this amend-
ment :

Upon hides—

I notice the Senator from Utah has gone from the Chamber,
and I am sorry—

Upon hides of the kind provided for in paragraph 26, when advanced
in any manner or by any process of manufacture, and manufactures of
which hides ot auy kind provided for in paragraph 26 are a com-
gglnog;nnll:n material, the rate of duty imposed shall Le 10 per cent ad

The Senator from Massachusetts knows that when a high
tariff is placed upon the raw material there must be placed a
compensatory duty upon the finished product. So he is trying
to have incorporated in this bill a provision in consequence of
which he may say to the manufacturers of his State * I helped
you, too"; but he will also have to answer to the consumers
there for his action; he will Iave to answer to the wage
earners, the bread liners, and tell them why he sought to im-
pose a heavy tax on the nevessaries of life, and at the same time
wanted to Impose a heavier tax on the clothes which they must
wedar. The object of the Senator from Massachusetts is not to
stop at the breakfast table, but to lay an additional burden on
the clothes which men must wear. So he offers an amendment
proposing an outrageous tax of 10 per cent ad valorem on down
the line on the manufactures of hides and skins; in other
words, a suit of clothes worn by the average man will neces-
sarily be greatly enhanced in price., I do not know how much
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it will figure out because when you put the duty on noils and
tops and scoured wool, up and down the line, pyramiding it, so
to speak, the poor devil who has to work for a small wage can
not afford to buy a suit of clothes.

We have waited patiently for months and for years for the
price of clothing to drop; some of us have been forced to wear
our old clothes in the hope that the time would come when a
reduction in the price of clothing would be advertised and
enable us to buy new clothes; but at the first ray of hope, when
prices are just beginning to decline a little, we find that the
party in control, notwithstanding the promises they made three
months ago to the American people to reduce the cost of living,
to reduce the prices of the necessaries of life, now offer them a
stone by increasing the cost of livirig and the burdens that they
must bear. :

Let us see what other amendments are offered to this bill.

The Senator from Washington [Mr. Jones] has offered an-
other amendment proposing a duty on lime. His amendment is
as follows: :

LIMESTOXE AND LIME PRODUCTS,

Lime'in cooperage, 50 cents per hundred pounds, ﬁmss weight ; lime
in bulk, 30 cents per hundr unds ; hydrated lime, 40 ccnts per
hundred pounds, ma weight ; limestone, broken or ecrushed, in bulk,
15 cents per hun pounds ; ground limestone, in bags, T4 cents per
hundred pounds; ground limestone, in bulk, § cents per hundred
pounds.

He not only wants to take care of the farmers and the cherry
raisers of his State, and the fishermen who catch salmon and
herring——

Mr. KING. And suckers.

Mr. HARRISON. And suckers, as suggested by the Senator
from Utah, but he wants to put a duty on lime and limestone,
So I find another Republican Senator is not satisfied with this
bill, and in order to get his vote I imagine those seeking the
passage of this bill will have to allow some amendment offered
by him to go in the bill

The distinguished Senator from Missouri [Mr. SpexceEr] has
offered an amendment to the bill. He wants to take something
back to certain people in his State; he wants to say that he,
too, has influence in this body. Do you know what he proposes?
He proposes a duty of 2 cents a pound on sunflower seed.
[Langhter.] It is easy to get him right; all you have to do, I
will say to the Senator from North Dakota, in this instance is

to adopt his amendment to put a tax on sunflower seed and

sunflower oil, for he wants that protected also. Give him the
duty on the sunflower seed, anyhow, if you can not give him
the duty on oil. :

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, I am sorry if we have left
out anything that the Senator from Mississippl wanted.

Mr, HARRISON. No; I did not offer the amendment, T
will say to the Senator from North Dakota, I am against it.
I am against the whole nefarious scheme., But a Senator on
the other side of the aisle, the Senator from Missouri, evidently
is not satisfled with the bill and wants to add a tax on sun-
flower seed.

There are some other amendments here. Some Democrats
have offered some. I will not speak of those. I want to com-
pliment and congratulate one Senator on the other side who
has offered an amendment, and I am for his amendment. I am
going to vote with him for it. I refer to the senior Senator
from Idaho [Mr. Borar]. He offers an amendment to sfrika
out of this bill the tax that you propose to levy on “ milk,
preserved or condensed, or sterilized by heating or other
processes,” and so forth. And this is the only amendment
offered by a Senator on the other side of the ais!e that does not
tend to increase the cost of living.

The idea! The idea of levying this increased tax on those
who need milk! You want to starve even the little babies of
the country that must necessarily have milk. It is bad enough,
Senators, to increase the cost of clothing, whether it is cotton
or wool ; it is bad enough to increase the price of shoes, as you
will do in this bill; it is bad enough to increase the price of
sugar to the 105,000,000 people in America; it is bad enough
to increase the price of flour, if the contention of the Senator
from North Dakota be correct; but when you put a tax on milk
that the little children of this country must have it is going
quite too far. So I am with the Senator from Idaho in striking
from thig bill this infamous provision that would prevent the
babies of this country from getting milk, if it is adopted.

Here is a pretty sensible amendment from your viewpoint.
There is wisdom in this proposition. There is good horse sense
in it. This is an amendment that s offered by the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Mosgs], in which he says:

Btrike out all of the bill after line 4 on page 1 aund inse.rt the fol-
lowing,
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In other words, lie wonld strike out the provisions of this bill,
and, so fur as these provisions are concerned, he would substi-
tute the tax as levied in the Payne-Aldrich tarifi bill. Now,
that is the last bill prior to the present law that received real
consideration by Congress, That bill was debated in the House
for months. It was considered in the Committee on Ways and
Means for months, It came here, and the Finance Committee
of the Senate considered it for months, Then the Senate, after
discussion for weeks and months, passed it. Of course, it was
iniquitous; it was indefensible; it earried your party to defeat:
and yet it was not ene-third as outrageous, as indefensible, as
inexcusable as the bill now being discussed in this body.

Mp. MOSES. Mr, President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. TeraymueElL in the chalv).
Does the Senafor from Mississippi yield to the Senator from
New Hampshire?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; I yield.

Mr. MOSES. If the Senator will permit me, I will inter-
rupt him only long enough to thank Lim for this 333 per cent
compliment which he pays me.

Mr. HARRISON. It is due te the Senator. Of coubse, we
think the provisions of the Underwood-Simmons tariff law are
correct, just, fair, and wise. We think it is the best tariff law
that was ever written upon the statute books., We did it be-
cause the American peorile commanded us to do it. We promised
ihem something, and we gave them that which we promised.

My, MOSES. Ob, no, Mr. President.

Mr, IARRISON. I am glad the Senator differs with me.

Mr. MOSES. The people cried for bread, and the Demoeratic
Congress gave them a stone.

Mr. HARRISON. We promised them something; we were
comxnissioned to give them that, and we did, in the form of the
Underwood-Simmons tariff law. Buf, while I commend the
Senator from New Hampshire for offering the Payne-Aldrich
law as a substitute for the provisions of this bill, because it
was, as I say, considered at length, deliberated upon for days,
and: based upon some knowledge, the American people con-
demned it, President Taft condemned it, and in the election,
when the verdiet was left to the people as to whether or not
they should approve it, they disapproved if, and we gave them
that which they were promised. So if you really want to do
something on the other side of the aisle that is bad, but not to
such a degree as you propese to do by the emergency tariff bill,
you should vote for the amendment that is offered hy the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire [Mr., Mosgs].

1 think the Senator from Utah [Mr. Saroor] was one of the
Senators who had more to do with writing the Payne-Aldrich
tariff law, perhaps, than anyone. else. He defended it upon
the floor of the Senafe, Other Senators over there who are
still in the Senate condemned it. I think I can almost hear
ringing cut now the eloguence of the distinguished Senator
from Iowa, Mr. Dolliver, inveighing against Schedule K, point-
ing out the dangers that lurked within if and the infamy of it.
The same position was taken by the other Senator from Iowa
[Mr. Cuanarmxs], the Senator from Wisconsin [Mr. LA FoLLETTE],
and otlier Senators on the other side of the aisle. But, over
their protest, the Senator from Utah and the late Senator from
Ithode Island, Mr., Aldrich, with those who thought as they
did, passed the bill, and then the voice of the people rang out
and condemned it; and yet, with all that condemnation, still
remembered by the American people, you propose in this bill to
make the rate on wool higher than was ever thought of being
incorporated in the Payne-Aldrich tariff law!

There are other amendments that are preposed. I come now
to the amendment of the Senator from Utah [Ar. Swyoor] on
sugar. The leader on the other side is not satisfled with your
hill. You have got to do something to get him in line. I
have sugzgested, while the Senator was absent from the Chamber,
some of the amendments suggested by the Senator from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr, Lopge], but here is one:

In paragraph 18, page 4, line 5, after the words.“ per pound,”
insert the following:

Provided, That skirted wools as imported in 1800 and prior thereta
are hereby exempted. 5

Now, may I ask the Senator from Utah whether he Is In
favor of that amendment?

Mr, SMOOT. I think the amendment will be modified before
it is offered. :

Mr. HARRISON. Modifled in what respect?

AMr. SMOOT. I do not want to speak for the Senator from
Massachusetts. I really do not know.

Mr. HARRISON. I am just wendering if that amendment
meets the Senator’s approval.

" Mr, SMOOT. No; and after g full' explanation of it I do
not think the changes necessary will be opposed by the Senator
Jrom Massachusetts.

Mr. HARRISON. What isthe ebject of that amendment, may
I ask? I attacked this provision some days ago—some weeks
ago, in fact—and there has been no explanation made of the
provision on wool in this emergency tariif bill, and I am wonder-
ing why that amendment should be adopted. I have my ideas

'about it, and I am going to give them to the Senate presently;

but I am wondering now why the Senator approves of thaf
amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. I have just told the Senator that I did not
approve of it in the shape that it appears there,

Mr. HARRISON. Does the idea as expressed there meet the
approval of the Senater?

Mr. SMOOT. No; not in the shape that it is at present,
because with the idea expressed there I am not in favor of
the amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. I am in favor of it. The Senator will not
give me: an explanafion. I am going to tell him why I am in
favor of it. I think somebody has put a joker in the weol
provision in this bill

Mr. SMOOT. There is no joker.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator says there is no joker. Let
us see. Wool to-dny in the Underwood bill is free. In the
Payne-Aldrich law 1 believe the duty was 12 cents on unwashed,
wushed, and scoured wool, and so forth. Now—

Wool communlg known as clothing wool, including hair of the camel,
angora goat, and al , but not such wools as are commonly known
as carpet wools : Unwasbed, 15 cents per peund—

Higher than ever proposed before. Now, if the Senator dis-
putes that statement, if he ecan recall where it was ever pro-
posed before to put se high a tariff on anwashed wool——

Mr. SMOOT. No; the Senator has not denied that——

Mr. HARRISON. I know he has not.

Mr. S8MOOT. But I want to say to the Senater that this is a
temporary measure, and it is not going into permanent law;
and I said to the Senator the other day when this question
was up that I would not vote for a duty of 15 cents a pound on
wool in a regular tariff measure.

This, however, is a temporary measure, as the Senator knows;
and the Senator also knows that over half of the woolgrowers
of this country now are absolutely ruined. I do not know
whether you can save the other half or not; and if you destroy
the industry here, it is gone for 25 years.

As I said to the Senator the other day, if this bill becomes
a law it will be too late to save half of them, but it will per-
haps help, or we thought it would help temporarily, the other
half. The Senator from Montana told the Senator from Missis-
sippl just a little while ago what a horrible condition they were
in, and' I say that the Senator from Mississippi knows that they
are in that condition, too. I do not think he denies it.

Mr. HARRISON. Why, of eourse I know it. I sympathize
with them very, very much. They are in the same condition
that the cotton farmers of my section are in.

Mr. SMOOT. No; they are in quite a different condition.
* Mr. HARRISON. T do not think they could be in any worse
condition, I know there is a bad condition there.

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; they ean be in a worse condition, and I
want to tell the Senator why. The cotton planter of the South
at least will have his land when he is through with this year.

Mr, HARRISON. T do not know whether he will or not.

Mr, SMOOT. It will not be destroyed.

Mr. HARRISON. A lot of it is being sold right now at
trustees’ sale.

Mr. SMOOT. In any event, it goes to somehody else to
raise cotton, and that can not be dope with the sheepman.
If his sheep are sold, they go to the slaughterhouse, and it will
take another guarter of a century to get the business started
again in this country.

That is why I said what I did to the Senator the other day,
that in an ordinary tariff measure, enacted for the purpose of
covering a number of years and providing a permanent tariff
rate, I would not vote for those dutles,

Mr. HARRISON. I am glad the Senator would not. Bat
if you ever get this rate established by the passage of this legis-
lation, and you start to write your new tariff bill, which will
be in the course of a couple of months—they are writing it now
in the House—does the Senator think he can make the wool-
growers out in Utah, or anywhere else, belleve that within less
than two or three months you must reduce a tariff, which, in
vour best judgment, was proper three months before that? If
you ever get this rate in this bill, you will never be able to
redoce it in any permanent legislation that is passed by the
incoming Congress.

Alr, SMOOT. The Senater is mistaken ahout that.

Mr. HARRISON. That is my opinion.

Mr. SMOOT. I am not denying that, but T say the Senator
is mistaken. The wool people expected this bill to be passed
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long before now, and it ought to have been, to have really
brought the full measure of assistance they required, and even
then, as I hyve said, it would not have done it. But it ought to
have been done. T will say to the Senator now that the next
tariff bill will not carry these rates.

Mr. HARRISON. How much does the Senator think the next
tariff bill ought to carry?

Mr. SMOOT. I am not going to undertake to say what the
House will do.

Mr. HARRISON, I am asking the Senator what he is in
favor of. !

5 Mr, SMOOT., That will all depend upon the circumstances at
it time.

Mr. HARRISON. So that if the conditions are the same
three months from now, when that bill gets here, as they are
now, the Senator might be in favor of reducing it 1 cent a
pound?

Mr. SMOOT. I am not saying what I would be in favor of
doing. When the time comes I will decide that.

Mr. KING. Mr. President, I do not think the position of the
Democratic Party with respect to the tariff is that protection
shall be accorded to the manufacturer and denied to the pro-
ducer of raw materials. If you impose a tariff upon the prod-
ucts of wool—that is, the woolen manufactures—and ean de-
rive n revenue from wool itself, there ought to be a tariff laid
upon wool. I believe that a reasonable tariff upon wool would
be a fair and a legitimate exercise of the taxing power of the
Government and would yield considerable revenue. The great-
est tariff bill that was ever written—unless it was the one that
my friend, the Senator from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWoOD] Wrote—
was the Walker tariff bill, and the basis of that bill was that in
laying duties there should be no discrimination against section
or against class or against produects, raw or manufactured. A
proper application of that fundamental democratie principle is
that in the imposition of a fariff you shall not aceord all of the
benefits to the manufactured product and deny them to the raw
material.

Mr. HARRISON. The Senator's statement is right in line
with the argument against passing a piecemeal measure like
this, that the whole tariff question should be considered as a
whole, and not as to certain classes or as to certain sections,
as the case might be.

What we were discussing was a defense of the high rate im-
posed on wool at this time, higher than ever before, and the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] admits that it is higher than
he has ever heard proposed on wool before—15 cents a pound on
unwashed wool, 30 cents a pound on washed wool, and 45 cents
a pound on scoured wool.

The Senator excuses that by saying that this is a temporary
measure. The Senator knows, as a practical proposition, that
when you get a rate established that is defended upon the
theory of protection, it is hard to reduce that rate, and I make
the prophecy now that whatever rate is established in this
emergency tariff bill there will come from every section of this
country, fromr those people who are interested in the various
items you propose to protect, a protest against reducing the
tariff you propose to place in this bill. You will have to meet
the same proposition then, whether it is two months from now,
three months from now, or six months from now, in answering
your constituents, that you must meet now.

It is said there is a demand for this legisiation, that it is
needed. No one ever heard of any demand by any organiza-
tion for an emergency tariff bill, as proposed here, until somre
one in publie life, either in the House or in the Senate, began
to agitate in order to hoodwink the farmers and deceive them
with this kind of legislation.

Of course, if the leaders of public thought in this country try
to make their constituents believe that you are helping them by
this, and they have confidence in you, they will say, * Take it,
take it,” especially those constituencies which have been fooled
in the past in every campaign by politicians going to them and
saying to them that a tariff on wheat would help the price of

wheat, notwithstanding there is a surplus sold in the markets

of the world, as well as those politicians who have gone among
the corn producers and said, “ We are going to get you a tariff
on corn, and it will help the price of corn in this country and
benefit you.”

Of course, they would say “Yes; I will take it,” when you
knew at that time that there was not as much corn coming to
this country, as I stated before, as is raised in one county in
somre of the States of the Union, and you are proposing a tax
on corn which it is estimated will bring in only $2,000. So,
when you practice deception on him, of course he is going to be
in favor of the proposition,

But there was no sentiment in this country among the farm-
ers or in any other class fer this legislation until the politicians
held it out to them as a promise of some good. When the time
comes to write the tariff on these propositions in your coming
extra session of Congress, I want to see some of the letters those
of you who now vote for these provisions will write back to
your constituents, saying, “ Oh, the conditions have changed.
Circumstances are not now the same as they were then, and I
have to vote to reduce the tariff I voted for in the emergency
tariff bill.”

You will make your constituent just as mad then as you would
make him now if you played on the level with him and put the
cards on the table and told him you had been hoodwinking him
in the past, and said, “I am not going to do it any more.” If
you go to him and say, “ It is not my duty as a Senator or a
Representative to vote special favors for any class, any section,
or any number of people at the expense of the many, but I am
to look at the proposition in a broad way, and I can not afford
to go back on the promises I so solemnly made to the American
people in October, 1920, that the cost of living would be reduced ;
I refuse to break a pledge I made to the American people, and
I can not vote for this iniquitous measure, which will place
heavy burdens on the great consuming masses,” then you would
not have to make explanations in the extra session of Con-
gress; but you will writhe and you will tremble and you will
be frightened to death—political death at least—during the
extra session when you have to explain why you are in favor
then of reducing the tariff you now propose and have put into
this bill.

So I predict that you will not do it. I predict that there is
not enough courage upon the part of men who are going to vote
on the proposition three months from now, when a permanent
tariff bill is before us, to reduce the rates from those you are
going to vote for now. s

So I am just assuming—and the assumption is practical in
its common sense—that whatever rate is written in this bill and
passed as an emergency measure will be carried over into the
extra session of Congress and it will be an incubus you will
fasten on the American people. I am not willing to do it.

Now let me get back to wool. I was in hopes that the Senator
from Utah would explain that proposition, but he has not. I
will tell you why I think the leader on the Republican side
offered this amendment to this bill. He saw the injustice in the
provision on wool. Whether it was deliberately put in there
or whether it got in there inadvertently I do not know, but the
Senator from Massachusetts discerned it, and so he wants to
take ecare of the situation. He knows that if you report such
a provision as this out of the Finance Committee and pass it it
would mean disaster to the Republican Party. So he says, “ Let
us place in the wool schedule, where these high and unreason-
able and exorbitant rates on wool are written, a proviso which
shall read:

Provided, That skirted wools as imported in 1890 and prior thereto
are hereby exempted.

The Senator from Utah says that while he may not favor
this exact language, the idea carried in it meets his approval.
It is because he has been convineed since this bill was reported
out of the committee, where it received about two minutes’ con-
sideration of the Senators present, that it is so crudely drawn
that it needs to be smoothed out in a lot of places.

Here is the joker. Here is what I want explained by the
Senator from Utah——

Mr. SMOOT. The Senator will have to excuse me for a mo-
ment. I have been called from the Chamber.

Mr. HARRISON. All right; I will excuse the Senator.

The latter part of this provision on wool says:

On wool and hair provided for in this paragraph which is sorted or
increased in value by the re{ect!on of any part of the original fleece, the
duty shall be twice the duty to which it would otherwise be subject,
but not more than 45 cents per pound.

So that means that on all wool which is imported from New
Zealand and Australia the price shall be 45 cents a pound. In
the Underwood-Simmons law it was carried free, so that it is
raised 45 cents a pound. In the beginning of the discussion of
the tariff they said that as to unwashed wool the rate shonld
be 15 cents a pound, and on washed 30 cents a pound. So they
put this little joker in, saying that on wool which is assorted
or increased in value by the rejection of any part of the origi-
nal fleece the duty should be the duty to which it would other-
wise be subject.

Now, it is in the manner of shearing the sheep of New Zea-
land and Australia and It is the way we import the wool that
governs the duty of 45 cents a pound. They shear them differ-
ently in New Zealand and Australia from the way they are
sheared in the United States. They are skirted there, so to
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Speak; that is, they cut off all the wool on the bedy, and then
ibey cut the wool frem ‘the legs and the wool from the mecks of
the sheep, so that the wool «of the body is brought in. They call
that method skirting, Under that provision in the bill, as re-
ported by the committes, it is provided that on wool—

which s sorted or increased in walue by ‘the rejection of any ‘part of

fhe oviginal fleece, the Auty shall be ce_the {duty te which it wonld |
wotherwise be sulject, but not more than 45 cents per pound.

&0 they increase In value the Australian and New Zealand

wool by rejecting that part which comes from the neck and the |

leg, by the skirfing process, But this provision wwould have
slipped throngh if we had not called their attention to it, and
the rate wonld be 45 cents a pound on wool that might come from
Australia and New Zealand. I do not believe there is any -dan- |
ger of any coming in.

AMr. WOLOOTT. Mr. President, will the Senater yield?

Mr, HARRISON, 1 yield.

Mr. WOLCOTT. 'The Senator sald that ‘the provisien would
have slipped in if we had not called attention to it. Do I
understand from that that there has been accepted an amend-
ment te that language?

Mr. HARRISON, The leader of the Republican Party in this

Chamber saw the werkings of the provision, and offered an |

amendment on which we will vote, which says:

Provided, That =skirted wools as imported in 1800 and prior thercto
are hereby exempted.

So fhose wools will be exempted from this double-taxation
feature; in other words, the Senator from Massachusetts is try-
ing to take care of the joker that was placed in the bill.

Mr. WOLCOTT. When that exemption is made, what is there
left on which the original provision operates?

Mr. HARRISON. Then it will operate by the tax on wools
being 15 cents a pound on unwashed, 30 cents a pound on
washed, and 45 cents a pound on scoured wool. I had offered
an amendment to strike out that part of the bill which provides
that on wool—
which s gorted -or increased in value by the rejection of any part of the
original fieece, the duty shall be twice the duty to which it would other-
wise be subject, but not more than 45 cents per pound.

Mr, WOLCOTT. The leader on the .other side of the Cham-
ber has offered an amendment exempting from the operations
of the double-duty provision certain wools that were skirted
under the practice of 1800 and prior thereto?

Ar. HARRISON. Yes.

AMr. WOLCOTT. What I desire to know is what kind of woal
will be left for the deuble-duty provisien to apply to after we
have made that ex ?

Mr. HARRISON, My idea about that would be that it wvould
apply to the wools that are prepared according to the methods
aof New Zealand and Australia the same as to any wools com-
ing from any other country.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not subject to the double duty?

Mr. HARRISON. XNo; they would not be subject to the
double duty, but would be subject to the same duty as is im-
posed here of 15 cents a pound on unwashed wool, 30 cents a
pound on washed wodl, and s0 on.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I understand that, but the Senator has not
got my point yet. The double-duty provision, if the bill passes
with the amendment suggested by the leader on the other side,
will still be in the hill. Certain ‘wools, however, are exempted
from that double-duty provision. Are there cther wools from
any other source which will, if they come in, still be liable to
the double duty?

Mr. HARRISON. My information is that the only countries
where the wools are skirted amd prepared in that way, that
would be affected by the provision which it is proposed to cure,
are New Zealand and Australia. T am not advised whether we
get vary much wool from any other .country er not, and I de
not know just how they prepare those woeols, but I do know
that New Zealand and Australia, from which eur greatest sup-
ply of wool, as I understand it, is imported to this country,
prepare their wool by that methed, so that they would be com-
pelled to pay 45 cents per pound duty.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Does not the Senator think, if the previ-
slon in the first instance was a joker, that those whe are imter-
ested in the joker feature of it are neot likely to give up all their
purposes, but will give up only to the extent that their pur-
poses are expesed, and may there not be something else lurking
in the bill that we, who are not experts on the weol question,
have failed to discover?

Mr. HARRISON. I think there are many things that ought
to be discovered, and I hope will be discovered, before the bill
is passed. If we had allowed them to haye their way, if they
could have received their two-thirds vote as they tried te do,
if they had been permitted {o place a strangle hold through the

l

cloture rule on the Senate and had passed the bill as they
tried to «e, with all these jokers in it and all these iniquities
dn it, 4t would have meant greatly increased costs to the Ameri-
can consumer. Xes; I should met be surprised if there are
many other jokers in it, and many things that ought to be dis-
covered in addition to fthose we have uncovered, even though
they have said we were filibustering. "Fhere has never been any
{ filibuster ; there has merely been an honest effort made to have
those who are sponsors for the measure explain its features,
which they refuse to do. There has «mly been one ‘Senator on
the Republican side who attempted to defend any of the features
of the bill, and that was fhe Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
McCunmser] on the one proposition of wheat,

1 «do mot know whether the Senator from Delaware was in
the Chamber a mement ago 'when I pleaded with the Senator

| from Utah [Mr. Saoot] to explain the purposes of the amend-

ment offered by the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. l.opcg]
and to explain the wool schedule. I have waited until this mo-
ment and I have met yet received any explanation. T do not
know whether they will ever explain it or not. Dut ccertainly
Senaters on the other side of the aisle, who have always stoodl
for protection, and honestly so, ought te compel those Senators
whe are in charge of the bill to defend its provisions and ex-
plain them before the veote is tnken. [ sincerely hope that the
distinguished Senator from Utah [Mr, Saoor], who is reputed
to knew mere about the woeel schedule than anyone else—and I
believe he does know more about it than almost anyone else—
will explain the provisions mmd explain why the Senator from
Massachusetts saw fit to offer the amendment making an excep-
tion in the woel schedule,

Mr. WOLCOTT. I should like to ask the Senator frem Missis-
sippl, if he was not particularly cencerned, except for political
reasons, why anything should be explained, would not he put
it through if he had the votes behind him?

Ar. HARRISON. Those are the tactics under swhich the Re-
publican side of the Chamber is now eperating. They are going
to put the clamps on us and put the bill through, it seems, with-
out explanation. But the American people want the explana-
fion, They knew that this is an unprecedented measure and that
this is absolutely centrary to the promises the Republican I'arty
made to the people in last October.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, will the Senater yield?

Mr. HARRISON. T yield.

Mr. SMOOT. The pending amendment is the sugar amend-
ment. 'We have explained that. Will not the Senator let us
vote on that, and then when the wool amendment .comes up
those who are inferested in it no doubt will explain it?

Mr. HARRISON. Yes; we are going to wote on the sugar
schedule presently.

Mr., SMOOT. That is the pending guestion. It seems to me
the question ‘of the wool schedule ought to come up when we
have that amendment before us.

Nr. SON. It will be brought up again when we reach
thet amendment.

Mr, SMOOT. I am perfectly aware -of the program.

Mr, HARRISON. The Senater from Massachusetts [Mr.
Lapge] has offered some other amendments also. He has offered
several in fact. He does not like the wool provision reporied
by the Senate Finance Committee, so he offered nmendment No.
19, which provides:

In paragraph 18, page 3, line 16, strike -out the words ““woal, com-
?&o’“":ﬁ Jknown as clothing weool ” and In place insert the worfls “aH

Then he follows with amendment No. 20 that places a ‘compensa-
toryduty on everything that is aade outof wool, and'so forth. In
other words, the Senator from Massachusetts is taking the posi-
{ion, and other Senators on the wother side of the nisle are taking
the position, that if we are going to place an unreasonable tariff
en raw woel, we ought to place an unreasonable taviff, I take
it, en the finished product and on various things that are made
out of rasw wool. Inother words, they want some protection for
the interests of Neav England and their respective constituencies,
“the same @s those who ure sponsoring the measure want protec-
tion for some -of their constitnents, So there is a fight, and I
say to Senaters from New England, where bread lines:are being
formed, where wages are being cut, where the cost of living is
not being reduced proportionutely with the reduction in wages,
that they will have to answer to those men, they will have to
answer to the peaple of their States why they propese to place
this greater burden .on the necessaries of life.

There are other amendments, but I am net going te delay the
Senate longer in a discussion of the provision on sugar, If those
wihe promised the people to reduce the cost .of living are going
to go back on that promise with reference to sugar, and place

_upon them this burden of $160,000,000 or $80,000,000 or what-
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ever it may be, they ean then vofe for the adoption of the amend-
ment. T shall vote against it

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WarsH of Massachusetts
in the chair). The question is on the amendment offered by the
senior Senator from Utah [Mr. Satoor] proposed as a substitnte
for the committee amendment.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr, President, I suzgest the absence of a
quorunr,

;I]‘lle PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will call the
roll.

The Assistant Seeretary called the roll, and the following Sen-
ators answered to their names:

Ball Gooding Lodge Smith, Ma.
Borah Gronna McCumber Smith, 8. C.
Brandegee Ha McKellar Smoot
Calder Harris Stanley
Cnf)per Harrison McNary Sterlin

Colt Heflin Moses Suther
Culberson Johnson, Calif, Nelson Swanson
Curtis Jones, N. Mex. New Thomas

Dial Jones, Wash, Overman Townsend
Dillingham Kellogg Phelan Trammell
Tdge Kendrick Phipps Underwood
Elkins Kenyon oindexter Walsh, Mass.
Fall Eeyes Pomerene Walsh, Mont.
Fernald Kin, Ransdell Wi
Freiinghuyszen Kirby Sheppard Willis

Gay Enox immons Waolcott
Glass Lenroot Smith, Ariz.

Mr. FERNALD. I wish to announce that the senior Senator
from Wisconsin [Mr. LA Forrerre] and the senior Senator from
Missouri [Mr. Iteep] are absent from the Senate attending to
the business of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-seven Senators have an-
swered to their names, There is a quornm present.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I wish to know if we may
not now have a vote on the amendment of the Senator from
Utah [Mr. Saroor] to the amendment of the commiitee on the
sugar item?

My, POMERENE. Mr. President, before the sugar amendment
comes to a vote, I desire to say merely a word. I wish to direct
the attention of the Senate very briefly to the effect that this
proposed legislation, in so far as the sugar schedule is con-
cerned, will have upon the consumer. I recognize that it is a
waste of time to speak on the subject. There are over 105,000,000
consnmers, but what boots that fact when some one wants a
tariff for some particular locality?

In the year 1920 there was consumed in this country sugar
to the amount of 9,087,071,840 pounds, a per capita average of
8§6.56 pounds. According to the census of 1920, there were
105,683,108 people in continental United States. Figuring the
per capita consumption of sugar at 86 pounds, the total con-
sumption aggregates 9,088,747,288 pounds,

I am not going to weary the Senate by indulging in quotations

of fractional parts of a cent. It is conceded that the present law
adds 1 cent per pound and more to the price of sugar. Under
the amendment proposed by the Senator from Utah [Mr. Saoor]
that expense will be doubled to the consumer; in cther words,
it doubles the tariff duty. The Senate commitiee amendment
would add 8 cents a pound to the price of the sugar, but assum-
Ang for the sake of argument that the amendment offered by
‘the Senator from Utah is adopted, the fotal consumption cost
will be $181,774,944.76.
. Now, let us see for a moment what that means to the people
in my own State of Ohio. The last census gave fo the State
of Ohio a population of 5,759,368. The average consumption of
sugar being fizured at 86 pounds per capita, makes the totfal
consumption for the State of Ohio annually 495,305,648 pounds.
Again assuming that the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Utah is adopted, it adds to the cost to the consumer over
and above what the cost would be, assuming that the cost is
inereased by the amount of the tariff, 2 cents a pound.

Mr. SMOOT. If the Senator will pardon me——

Mr. POMERENE. I understand what the Senator from Utah
has in mind, and I am going to make that clear.

Mr. SMOOT. Very well

Mr. POMERENE. I mean when I make that statement that
the present duty on sugar is over a cent a pound and that the
Senator’s amendment doubles that. No doubt that was what
the Senator from Utah rose to interrupt me to state.

AMr., SMOOT. That is, my amendment doubles the.present
rate,

Mr. POMERENE. That means that the present tariff plus
the increase proposed by the Senator from Utah would add to
the cost of sugar to the consumers in the State of Ohio alone
$9,000,112.9G.

Now I want to make some comparisons between the cost to
the State of Ohip and the sugar industry of the State of Loui-
giana, in order that we may understand what this legislation

means; I eall the attention of the Senate to the House hearings
on this schedule on January 18, 1921,

In a statement whieh was submitted to the Ways and Means
Committee, beginning on page 1154, submitted by the American
Cane Growers of the United States, we find, on page 1156, that
the yearly average of cane-sugar production in Louisiana for the
period 1909 to 1918 is 542,803,000 pounds. Omn page 1157 we
find that the total value of the entire investment of the sugar
interests of Louisiana prior to the war aggregated $154,171,000,

The total annual outlay, aceording to this same report, for
material and for labor aggregated $25,475,000 in the State of
Lounisiana. Assuming that the Smoot amendment is adopted,
let us inguire as to its effect.

Multiplying the average annual production of 542,883,000
pounds by the tariff of 2 cents per pound it makes the total
inerease of income to the Louisiana producers §10,857,860. In
other words, to get this inerease of revenue for Loulsiana of
$10,857,860 Ohio consumers must have the cost of their sugar
increased $9,906,112.96.

In 1920 the census gave to Louisiana 1,797,798 men, women,
and children. The consumption for Louisiana, again compufing
it at S6 pounds per capita, amounted to 154,610,628 pounds, and
the 2-cent increase would make the Increased cost to the people
of Louisiana $3,092,212. In other words, Louisiana eonsumers
are taxed $3,092,212 in order to get for their producers an in-
creased revenue of $10,857,860.

Mr. RANSDELL. Twice as much as to the people of the
Senator's own State.

Mr. POMERENE. No; it would not be twice as mueh. It
would be about one-third as much. Now, in the Unifed Stafes
the total cost by reason of adding the 2 eents a pound will be
$181,000,000. The total valuation of the sugar plants—that in-
cludes real estate, manufacturing plants, and equipment of
every kind—in Lounisiana is $154,171,000. So it follows that by
this tariff tax the consumers of the United States must pay
$26,829,000 more than the value of the entire smgar property
before the war.

It is significant that in this same report to which I refer,
though the Senators from Louisiana have said that they have
been in dire distress during the last several years—and I am
not doubting that statement—they estimate the value of their
plants at the present time at something like $250,000,000. In
other words, it is interesting to observe that while the vdlue of
this property before the war was only $154,171,000, and they
have been distressed as they are according to the report which
the cane producers themselves submit, the value of their prop-
erty has inereased nearly $100,000,000.

Mr. President, I do not care to go into the details of this
matier forther; but I felt that it was simply just to the con-
sumers that a few of these figures and comparisons should be
submitted.

Mr. RANSDELL. Mr. President, I should like to ask the
Senator why it is that he confines his whole argument to the
State of Loulsiana?

I hold in my hand a report from Willett & Gray, the greatest
sugar authorities in the United States. It shows that for the
year 19190—T1 take that year because we do not know exactly
what was consumed from our various sources last year—the
total consumption of sugar produced from eane in continental
United States was 154,034 tons; of sugar made from beets,
872.253 tons; of Hawailan cane—and Hawail is a part of the
United States to all intents and purposes; we da not impose
any duty on the sugar that comes from Hawail—it was 514,824
tons; of sugar from the Virgin Islands—which also belong to
the United States, and the sugar from those islands does not pay
any duty—the consumption was 8,286 tons ; of sugar from Parto
Rico—iwhich is also a part of the United States, and the sngar
from there does not pay any duty—the consumption was 256,880
tons; of sugar from the Philippine Islands—which also belong
to the United States, and the sugar from these islands does not
pay any duty—the consumption was 72,511 tons; and of the

various sugars made from foreign molasses and United States

maple the consumption was 34,004 tons; making a total, Mr.
President and Senators, of United States sugar consumed dur-
ing the year 1019 that does not pay one cent of duty of 1,042,882
tons. And yet the Senator from Ohfo stands here and argues
and argues, and other Senators have argued, about the Louisiana
erop, although the Louisiana crop was only 154,000 tons out of
a total made in the continental Unifed States and our insular
possessions, as I show here, of 1,942,832 tons,

Why try to make an argument such as that? Why try ta
convince the American people that the Louisiana Senators are
attempting to hold up the people of this Nation to protect their
;ié.ltile "Tworthless industry,” as the Senator would have you

eve



3192

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE.

FeBrUARY 15,

Senators, ihere was sugar consumed in this country in 1919
amounting to 1,942,000 tons that was just as domestic as the
cane sugar of Louisiana. I say to you, sirs, that the beet-sugar
industry is a growing industry. It is not an infant industry a
longer. It has been aided somewhat for some time, and it
assuming real proportions, Mr. President, there are 273,000,
acres of land in the United States adapted to beet culture; and
if you should plant beets on 4,000,000 acres out of that 273,000,
000 and cultivate them with one-half the intelligence that the
German people displayed in cultivating beets in their country
prior to the recent war, we would make all the sugar we need
right here in continental United States; and, in my judgment,
gire, that is an end very much to be desired.

If that were true, and we were making in continental United
States all the sugzar we needed, sugar would be cheap, just as
wheat is cheap, as corn is cheap, as meat is cheap, as cotton is
cheap—just as all the products of the farm are cheap when we
produce all we need at home and have some to ship abroad.

Senators, before voting on this question, I wish you to re-
member that all the arguments made here to-day have been on
tlie basis of a 2-cent addition to the duty. It has been explained
by the Senator from Utah time and again, my colleague [Mr.
(iay] has explained it, and I have explained it, that the amend-
ment we are about to vete on is a 1-cent addition.

Yet all these arguments are based on a 2-cent tariff. Why
not be fair? If the case is so bad as these Senators would
make it, it looks to me as if half of a bad thing would be also
bad. But they must debate it, in spite of the fact that we try
to explain it, and they will not accept our statements when it
is explained.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Let us be fair, and accept the
Senator’s statement. The fact is that there is a tariff of 2
cents.

Mr. RANSDELL. No, Senator; there is a tariff of 1 cent
now, and we propose to add 1.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. That makes 2,

Mr. RANSDELL. It is not added yet. It would be 2 if the
Senate accepted the amendment offered by the Senator from
Utah,

Mr. WALSH of Montana. Exactly. That is to say, the
people of the countiry are taxed to the extent of 2 cents a pound.

Mr. RANSDELL. They would be; they are already taxed to
the extent of 1 cent.

Mr. WALSH of Montana. If this bill should become a law.

Mr. RANSDELL. That is right.

Mr. WALSH of Montana, They would then pay 2 cents a
pound,

Mr. RANSDELL. They would pay a tax of 2 cents, and a
great proportion of that, as I will show the Senator later,
would go into the Treasury of the United States. It would not
go anywhere else than into the Treasury. I again read from
Willett & Gray’s report. It says that last year there was im-
ported into the United States a total of 2,133,000 tons of sugar
from Cuba, and of foreign sugar, on which a full duty was paid,
a total of 554,019 tons, which makes a total of 2,687,000 tons.

I have computed a duty of 1 cent on that total importation
last year, the greatest we ever had in one year. A duty of 1
cent on that would bring in $60,204,883. It has already come
in and we can not get any further duty now, but assuming that
in the next year we have as much as last year, then on the
basis of a cent added, it would be twice 60, or $120,000,000,
which would go into the Treasury of the United States.

Mr, THOMAS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Louisi-
ana yield to the Senator from Colorado?

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. THOMAS. The Senator says a part of this duty goes
into the Treasury of the United States. Will the Senator tell
us where the rest of it goes?

Mr. RANSDELL. The part that goes into the Treasury is the
duty that is paid on that which is imported from Cuba and
other countries. The remaining duiy of 1 cent or 2 cents, as
the case may be, is added to the price of the sugar in the hands
of the man who holds it. In the case of Louisiana, I will say
to the Senator from Colorado, the man who holds it is the man
who produced it, at least to a very great extent. I do not know
who holds the beet sugar, but I infer, from what the dis-
tinguished Senator from Utah has said, that it is largely in the
hands of the refiners. He has told us that the men who raised
the beets have sold them to the refiners, and he also stated that
a great many of the farmers of his State were owners in those
refineries, So I assume that a great deal of this 2 cents addition
would go into the hands of those who produced the sugar.

Mr. THOMAS rose.

Mr. RANSDELL. Just a moment; I want to add a little
more, I do not know the exact situation in Porto Rico or in

Hawail, No one has been speaking about those two countries.
They produce an immense amount of sugar, and sugar growing
is a big industry to both of them. They are a part of the
United States. It is just as much our duty to look after them
as it is to look after any other part of the country, and I see
no reason, from all the evidence here, why the men who produce
sugar in Hawaii, in Porto Rico, in the Philippines, and in the
Virgin Islands should not get the benefit of this increase of two
cents. I now yield to the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. THOMAS. Then it is a fact, is it not, that the remainder
of the duty, the part of it which does not go into the Treasury,
goes either to the producer or to the refiner?

Mr. RANSDELL. I assume that of that part which does not
go into the Treasury; yes. We import more than one-half of
what we consume, and collect a duty on that, which goes straight
into the Treasury. On the other hand, the increased price would
go either to the producer or to the refiner; but I have always
had an idea that the refiner was a citizen of the United States.

Mr. THOMAS. Obh, yes; so is the consumer.

Mr. GAY. Let me add, if my colleague will yield——

Mr. RANSDELL. I yield the floor.

Mr, GAY. The consumer paid more for his sugar before the
domestic industry was formed, and if we should follow out the
wishes and desires of the Senator from Colorado and wine
out entirely a great American domestic industry, the sugar-
producing industry in the United States, I venture the assertion
that he or some of his descendants would pay a great deal more
for sugar than they are paying mow.

Mr. THOMAS. Oh, yves, Mr, President; this industry is going
to be wiped out again. It has been on the threshold of ruin
every time a large duty has been demanded by those interested
in its production. The ruin of American industries is the
basis of all of the legislation which robs the consumer for that
particular industry.

I do not care to prolong this discussion; I am ready to vote.
But I want to say, as I have already said, that it has cost the
people of the United States, since the beginning of the sugar
industry in Louisiana, many times more than the value of the
entire product. We have been protecting it for nearly a cen-
tury, and when we have not protected it we have paid it a
bounty, and still it is about to be ruined; and it will always be
in that condition so long as it is possible to secure from the Gov-
ernment of the United States the levy of duties upon the con-
sumer to keep it alive. To my mind it would be better to-day
if the United States Government should pay to the people of
Louisiana interested in the sugar business the value of their
land and their crops, plus 10 per cent, and abandon the busi-
ness, than to continue this constant exaction on the consumers
of millions upon millions of dollars from their pockets to the
end that it may continue. .

Mr. RANSDELL. The Senator from Colorado is a great
student. I want to ask him what he thinks of the wisdom or
unwisdom of the policy of the German Empire in encouraging
the production of beet sugar to such a vast extent that beet
sugar was made in very large quantities in that Empire, and
was exported in very large amounts, so much so that it was
one of the most productive, successful agricultural enterprises
of the German Empire? Was that an unwise or a wise agricui-

tural policy?

Mr. THOMAS. Does the Senator want me to answer that
question?

Mr. RANSDELL. I do want the Senator to answer it.

Mr, THOMAS. In some respects it was wise, but for us it

was very unwise, because the cultivation of the beet in Germany,
and its protection by the German Government, has been the
fruitful source in years past of the demand here for a similar
protection, indeed, a greater one, lest German sugar would wipe -
Louisiana sugar from the face of the earth. So far as the
Germans are concerned, I can see some advantages in it. So far
as the United States is concerned, it was a calamity. There
is going to be plenty of sugar in the world, protection or no pro-
tection, ample for all the sons and daughters of men, after this
generation and the theory of its protective duty shall be laid
away in the musty archives and cenotaphs of the past.

Mr. RANSDELL. I am glad the Senator admits it was at
least beneficial to Germany. All students of the subject know
that it was wonderfully beneficial to that country.

Mr, THOMAS. I might add, Mr. President, that there the
protection given to the industry by the Government seems to
have been successful. I believe that the beet-sugar industry in
Germany would have been suceessful anyhow. The difficulty
here is, however, that no matter what we do, we can not main-
tain the sugar industry in the State of Louisiana, except as a
hothouse product. It is bound to disappear sconer or later,
becaunse of the continued competitive invasion of other forms of
production. The time is not far distant when the beet-sugar
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industry, to which the Senator has alluded, will become se
great and so expansive that even with the tariff, unless a dis-
criminatory tariff is ploced upon Louisiana sugar, it will dis-

appear,

The Senator a day or two ago called attention to the fact
that the crop of his State was a failure this year. 1 think it
was a Tailure the year before. The trouble is that it is a failure
in almmost as many years as it is a success, not because it is not
properly cultivated, but because the climatiec and soil conditions
are such as to produce that inevitable result, and it can not be
corepensated for snecessfully by taxing the people of the United
States to maintain it |

Mr, RANSDELL. T again want to ask the Semator why he
confines himself to the Lounisiana situation, when the beet-sugar
produetion of this comniry, his own State being one of the
largest beet-sugar producing States, is more than fhree tlmes
as large as the Loulslana productien of cane sugar, gnd when
Hawaii, the Philippines, Poerte Rico, and the Virgin Islands all
raise a great deal of sugar. Why confine his argument to the
Leulsiana situation?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I will answer that question by
asking another, DA the Senator ever know me to advocate a
duty on beet sugar?

Mr. RANSDELL. Ido not knew that I have.

Mr. THOMAS, No; I do not think the Senator ever did, and
the Senator never will.

Mr. RANSDELL. That is not an answer to my question, I
submit.

Mr. THOMAS, T think it is, because the gumestion involved
a charge that while I was ready to place a duty upon sugar for
beet sugar's suke I was not ready to extend it to Louisiana sugar.

Mr. RANSBDELL. 1 respectfully deny that I intended any
such charge as that. Anyone who knows the Senator from
Colorado, and has watched him as I have here, and who admires
him as much as I admire him, certainly would never charge him
with wanting to put a duty on anything. His record is entirely
clear in that regard, and T am delighted to make amend, if my
remarks were susceptible of that construction. But I do find it
80 strange, Mr. President and Semators, that the sugar crop of
Louisiana is 152,000 tons as cempared with 1,940,000 from con-
tinental United States and her island pessessions, and yet all the
attack is made on Leuisiana. 1 do net object to it. My
shoulders are broad, I will say to the Senator, and I am willing
to stand up here and fight, even if it be for a small industry,
and my colleague is willing also. But I submit that it is unfair
to make all this fight against us, to hold us responsible for the
whole sugar legislation.

AMr, THOMAS. Mr. President, I am very sorry that I mis-
construed the gquestion of my distinguished friend, the Senator
from Loulsiana, for whom I have the highest respect and for
whom I entertain the warmest friendship, and I certainly am
not intentionally reflecting upen the courage of his convictions,
certainly mot mpon his attitude or record on the tariff wpon
sugar nor upon the position of his distinguished collengue.
Both gentlemen are consistent, There is no change of front
upon their part.

The Senators from Louisiana, ever since I have known any-
thing about the history of the country, have advocated, and from
their standpoint very properly and conselentiously advocated,
the imposition of a duty upon sugar, and I have no doubt that
if I were a Member of the Senate from the State of Louisiana I
would eceupy the same position. 1t is expected of them by their
eonstituents. I am not reflecting upon them, I trust; not inten-
tionally so.

But to my mind the difference between Louisiana and the
other sugar-producing sections of the United States is the
reason why it is singled out generally when a discussion of the
subject of tariff upon sugar arises. I do not believe that there
is any part ef the United States producing sugar, cane or beet,
but that ean produce it profitably without any tariff at all
‘They have the advantage over Louisiana of climatie conditions,
of soil, of utmosphere. The surroundings and environment are
all prepitions to the industry, and some of those elements
Louisiann does not possess., If Louisiana, which, if I remember
correctly, is responsible for the infroduction of this amendment
to this bill—

Mr. RANSDELL. That is correct.

Mr. THOMAS. That being the case, Mr. President, we must
assume that the desire for this legislation at this time proceeds
from Lonisiana. As a consequence, the focus is frequently
directed upon the industry in that State. I sympathize with
those who have lost money in the effort to produce sugar in
the State of Louisiana. T sympathize with everyone who has
Jost money in this recent slump, I would do in my

power to help them. But I am unable to perceive that any
assistance can come from = bill of this kind, and when I say
that, I believe that nothing except long continued and increas-
ing duties will keep the industry of Louisiana alive. I think
ghum stating what the Listery of that industry up to this time

OWS.

Mr, GAY. 2Mr. President, on the pending question I call for
the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on the amend-
ment of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Sareor] to the committee
amendment providing for a tariff on sugar. The yeas and nays
are demanded.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secretary
proceeded to eall the roll.

Mr. EDGE (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr, Owex]. I
transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Pace] and vote * yea.”

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I have n general
pair with the senior Senator from Illinois {Mr. SHErRMmaAxw],
which I transfer to the senior Senator from Nebraska {Mr.
Hrremoock] and vote * yea.™

Mr. ENOX {when his name was ealled). In the absence of
the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLATX], with
whom I have a pair, I withhold my vote.

Mr. LODGE (when his nome was called), I have a gemeral
pair with the Senator from Georgia [Mr. Samrra]. I under-

stand that if present he would vote as I intend 1o vote. I vote
“ J.ea-‘ﬂ
Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). I have a gen-

eral pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr, CuMMINS].
I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr,
Sumeres] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. McKELLAR {when Mr. SHmEwps’'s name was called).
The sentor Senator from Tennessee [Mr., SHmLps] is confined
to his room by illness, and for that reason is not present.

Mr. TOWNSEND {when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RosIxN-
soN], He is absent, and I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. WILLIAMS {when his name was called). I transfer
my pair with the senior Semator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pex-
m]‘to tl:ne senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asmunst] and
vote “ yea.”

Mr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from Inmdiana [Mr, Warsox] to
the senior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Gore] and vote “ yea'

Mr, McEELLAR! (after having voted in the affirmative). I
wish to inquire if the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. WiLLis]
has voted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That Senator has not voted.

Mr, McKELLAR. I have a pair with the junior Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Wizras]. I transfer my pair to the junior Senator
from Rhode Island {Mr. GeErny] uand allow my vote to stand.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (after having voted in the affirmative).
I observe that the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Saara], with
whoem I have a general pair, has not voted. T am informed that
he would vote as I have voted, and therefore I am at liberty to
vote. Seo I allow my vote to stand.

Mr. CURTIS. 1 desire to announce that the junior Senator
Trom Tllinois [AMr. McCoraick] is paired with the junior Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. HENDERSON].

Mr. HARRISON. I wish to ammounce that the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. AsHunst], the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr,
Geery], the Senator from California [Mr. PHELAN], and the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. PITraranN] are necessarily absent on
official business.

; ]'fhe result was announced—yeas 67, nays 1, not voting 28, as
ollows

YEAS—6T.

Ball Glass Lenroot S8mith, Arix,
Beckham Gooding Lodge Smith, 8. C.
Borah Gronna MeCumber Smoot
Brandegee Hale McKellar Spencer

lder Harrls McLean Stanley
Cn}:per Harrison MeNary Bterlin
Colt Heflin Moses Sutherland
Culberson Johnson, Calif, Nelson Swanson
Curtis Jones, N, Mex, ew Trammell
Dial Jones, Wash Overman Underwood
Dillingham Kellogg Phipps Wadsworth
BEdge Kendrick Poindexter Walsh, Mass,
Elkins Kenyon P Walsh, Mant.
Fletcher Keyes Ransdeil Warren
France King iteed Williams
Frelinghuysen Kirb, Sheppard Wolcott
Gay La Follette Simmons

NAYS—1,
Thomas
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NOT VOTING—28.

Asghurst - Henderson orris Sherman
Chamberlain Hitcheock Owen hields
Cummins Johnson, 8. Dak., Page S8mith, Ga
Fall Knox Penrose Bmith,
Fernald MeCormick Phelan Townsen
Gerry Myers Pittman Watson
Gore Newberry Robinson Willis
So Mr, Suoor's amendment to the committee amendment was
agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now recurs on
the committee amendment as amended.

Mr. SIMMONS. On that question I ask for the yeas and nays.

The veas and nays were ordered, and the Assistant Secre-
tary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] to
the senior Senator from Nebraska [Mr. HrrcHcock] and vote
L) Da .})

Mi. McKELLAR (when his name was called), I have a pair
with the junior Senator from Ohio [Mr. Wirzis], which I trans-
fer to the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Gerey], and
vote “ nay.”

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr,
Cuaraxs], I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. SHiELps] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. TOWNSEND (when his name was called). I have a gen-
eral pair with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. RRoBIx-
gox], for which I can not arrange a transfer and therefore must
withhold my vote, If permitted to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). Repeating the
announcement which I made upon the last vote with regard
to miy pair and its transfer, I vote * nay.”

Mr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senafor from Indiana [Mr. WaArsox] to
the senior Senator from Nevada [Mr. PrrrMAN] and vote
L3 na ..”

Mr. FERNALD, I transfer my pair with the junior Senator
from South Dakota [Mr. Jorxsox] to the junior Senator from
Vermont [Mr. Page] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. SMOOT. I desire to announce that the junior Senator
from Ohio [Mr. Writris] is unavoidably detained from the
Senate. He is paired with the Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
McKELLAR].

I also wish to announce that the junior Senator from Illinois
[Mr. McCormick] is paired with the junior Senator from
Nevada [Mr. HENDERSON].

Mr. HARRISON. I have been requested to announce that
the Senator from Arizona [Mr. AssUrsT], the Senator from
Rhode Island [Mr. Gerey], the Senator from California [Mr.
PrELAN], and the Senator from Nevada [Mr. PrrraMan] are
necessarily absent on official business.

Mr. KNOX. I transfer my pair with the senior Senator from
Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN] to the senior Senator from Kansas
[Mr. Curtis] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. EDGE. I have a general pair with the junior Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. OweN]. In his absence I refrain from
yoting.

Mr. TOWNSEND. 1 find that I can transfer my pair with
the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox] to the junior
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Fraxce]. I make that transfer
and vote “ yea.” .

The result was announced—yeas 41, nays 29, as follows:

YEAS—41.
Ball Gay La Follette Sheppard
Borah Gooding Lenroot imoot
Brandegee Gronna Lodge | .Pencer
Calder Hale McCumber erling
Capper Johnson, Calif. McLean Sutherland
Colt Jones, N. Mex, Mc¢Nary Townsend
Dillingham Jones, Wash. Nelson Wadsworth
ilkins Kello New Warren
al Kendrick Phip:
Fernald Kenyon Polndexter
Frelinghuysen Knox Ransdell
NAYS—290.
Beckham Heflin Reed Underwood
Culberson Keyes Simmons Walsh, Mass,
Dial King Smith, Ariz. Walsh, Mont.
Fletcher Kirby Smith, A Williams
Glass McEellar Stanley Wolcott
Gore Moses Swanson
Harris Overman Thomas
Harrison Pomerene Trammell
NOT VOTING—26.
Ashurst Henderson Owen Shields
Chamberlain Hitcheock Page Smith, Ga.
Cummins Johnson, 8. Dak. Penrose Smith, Md.
Curtis MecCormick helan Watson
Edgo yers Pittman Willis
Franee Newberry Robinson
Gerry Norris Sherman

So the amendment of the committee as amended was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The next amendment proposed
by the Committee on Finance will be stated.

The AssisTanT SECRETARY. The next amendment is on page
5, line 17, where the Committee on Finance proposes to insert:

20. Butter and substitutes therefor, 8 cents per pound,

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, I merely desire to say a few
words in reference to this amendment. Under the Underwood-
Simmons tariff law the tax on butter is 2} cents a pound, while
under the Payne-Aldrich law it was G cents a pound. This
amendment places the tax 2 cents higher than ever was carried
in any Republican tariff measure. For the year ending June 30,
1920, the imports of butter into this counfry amounted to 20.-
770,759 pounds, of the value of $10,916,770. The exports during
the same period were 27,155,834 pounds, of the value of $15,491,-
682. In other words, in value our exports exceeded our imports
by practically $5,000,000.

Mr. CALDER. Can thé Senator from Mississippi inform me
from what countries the butter was imported?

Mr. HARRISON. 1 can not inform the Senator, but I think
quite a large supply came from Canada, though it may be that
some came from Denmark., I am not advised about that. Per-
haps the Senator from North Carolina can inform us.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Senator from North
Dakota that most of the butter which is imported into this
country comes from Denmark.

Mr, HARRISON. Some of it also comes from Canada, I

imagine.
Mr, SIMMONS. Mr. President, I think a very remarkable
showing is presented by the statistics relative to the next three
items in the bill—butter, cheese, and condensed milk. I have
been looking up the statistics in reference to those articles;
I am not going to discuss them, but I wish simply to read them
to the Senate,

Of bufter and butter substitutes in 1920 the imports were
30,000,000 pounds, the exporis were 27,000,000 pounds; of
cheese and substitutes in 1920 the imporis were 12,000,000
pounds, while the exports were 19,000,000 pounds; of con-
densed milk the imports were 19,000,000 pounds, while the ex-
ports were 710,000,000 pounds.

So we have of these threé items for the year 1920 imports to
the extent of 61,000,000 pounds, while the exports amounted
to 756,000,000 pounds, the exports being more than ten times
the amount of the imports.

In dollars, Mr. President, the difference is still more striking.
In dollars the imports of butfer and substitutes amounted to
$10,000,000, while the exports were $9,000,000; of cheese and
cheese substitutes the imports were $4,000,000, while the ex-
ports were $6,000,000; of condensed milk the imports were
£3,000,000, while the exports were $104,000,000, or, taking the
three products, there were $17,000,000 of imports and
$119,000,000 of exports.

The production of butter and substitutes in the United States
amounts to 2,000,000,000 pounds; the production of cheese and
cheese substitutes amounts to 400,000,000 pounds; the produc-
tion of condensed cream or milk amounts to 8,000,000,000 pounds,
making a total production in the United States of these prod-
ucts of 10,400,000,000 pounds as against 61,000,000 pounds of
imports. If there is any case where there is no occasion for
the increase of duty it is this case. With a production of
10,000,000,000 pounds it seems to me that 61,600,000 pounds can
not materially affect the price of the American product.

I do not wish to discuss the matter further, but I think these
ggl-;lres illustrate how recklessly we are raising rates in this

ill.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator for
;\-haia vear these figures as to exports and imports were col-

ected?

Mr. SIMMONS. For the fiscal year 1920.

Mr. McCUMBER. A large amount of those exports went to
supply those who were starving in Europe, did they not?

Mr. SIMMONS. I presume, so far as condensed milk is con-
cerned, that a considerable portion was exported on that ac-
count, but our yearly exportations of condensed milk are enor-
mous,

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I wish to read a very short
paragraph from the testimony given by Mr. Fitch:

In the New York market alone in the year 1920 there were Imported
28,000,000 pounds of foreign butter—

That is, in New York City alone—
with the result that the price, instead of advancing from July up
until the end of the year, declined from H5.44 to 54.75. Taking the
same months as previous:y guoted, the decline was from 56.67 to 54.75.

Of course, under ordinary conditions such products as eggs,
for instance, will be the cheapest in the months of April, May,
and June, and then the price will go higher as the fall and
winter approach, and it will become extremely high during the
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cold wonths., While the cattle are grazing, of course, we expect
15 have butter and milk and cream products very much cheaper,
and we expect them naturally to go up during the period of
scarcity. In this instance the rule has worked exactly the
other way, and instead of going up they have been steadily
wzoing down, until, as it appears from the evidence, the prices
are below the cost of production. The witness further says:

Now, if the producers of butter in this coun are to continue in
business they must be protected. The menace of this forelgn butter
coming over every month is petting to be a serious matter to the pro-
ducers, On January 7, just this month, there was started from Copen-
hagen one ship which will brln% in the largest catl;ﬁo of Danish butter
ever imported into the United tatea—apgroxim y 20,000 casks, or
over 2,200,000 pounds. On the arrival of that butter we have every
reason to believe that the price of domestic butter will decline. A single
instance of that kind would not be alarming, but every week or 10 days
another ship comes over, and while. per! gﬁ, the nhlrs from other
)orts may not earry as great a quantity as the direct ship from Copen-
imgen, nevertheless they add very largely to the supply of butter now
being held in the country and now being produced. Ordinarily the
farmers would receive perhaps 20 to 25 per cent higher prices for
their winter butter than for their summer butter, but this year it has
bLeen tending in the opposite direction, and every indleation points to
a still forther decline In price unless the farmers have the protection
that they require,

Again, he says:

The highest market in 1920 was in April, when the average price for the
month was 71.35 cents, and the average price for Decem wasg 54.75,
a decline of about 17 eents. Up until about April there was but very
little Danish butter received.

[} L - L ] L L L

All these staples are governed by the law of supply and demand.
Had it not been for this importation of 33,000,000 pounds of butter into
the United States, the price of butter would have advanced materially
on account of the very short production in this country.

And my colleagne [Mr, Groxna] just informs me that in a
single storage plant, I think in New York, there is now stored
over 5,000,000 pounds of this Danish butter. It is coming into
thisz country in immense guantities, There is a close relation
between declining prices at a period when the prices should go
up and the importations that have been going on.

Mr. HARRISON. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator
before he takes his seat whether those are wholesale prices that
he has been quoting on butter?

Mr. McOUMBER. Wholesade prices.

Mr. HARRISON. What is the wholesale price of butter at
the present time? Did I understand the Senator to say that it
is 54.T5 cents? .

Mr. McCUMBER. I think when this witness was testifying
it was about that figure. It is much less than that now.

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator, if he knows, how
much of the butter that is now stored in the United States is
controlled by the five big packers?

Mr. McCUMBER. I do not know; no great quantity. The
butter that is coming in now is not purchased by the packers in
any way whatever.

Mr. HARRISON. It comes in competition with that that is
‘held by the five big packers.

Mr. McCUMBER. That is true also, according to the testi-
mony, of the meats that have been coming in. I have not dis-
cussed that situation, but the testimony shows that all of these
carcasses that are coming in of sheep and lambs and beef from
New Zealand and Australia are not in the hands of the packers
at all, but they are in private hands in the city of New York
and other seaport towns; that they were really brought over
here and sold under the direction of the British Government,
which I think had in some way contracted for them, and that
Government is unloading the entire surplus on the United
States. Now, Senators must not confuse the great reduction
in the wholesale price of meats with no reduction but an actual
increase in the retail price of these commodities.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, before the Senator from
| North Dakota takes his seat I want to ask him a couple of ques-
i tions.

: Is this Danish butter as good as our butter?

. Mr. McCUMBER. I know of no reason why it should not
Ibe as good. I suppose they have good blooded stock in Den-
mark. They care for them, undoubtedly, just as carefully as
!we do. The dairy cattle which they raise there are regarded as
‘the finest dairy cattle in the world; so I know of no reason to
assume that the butter from the milk of those cows is not
equal to that produced here.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I understand the Senator to respond that
the Danish butter is as good as our butter. Now, I want to ask
him one more question. Is it as cheap as our butter, or cheaper,
to the consumer?

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, I suppoze the Senator and
I will agree that if we increase the supply it will reduce the
price; but if the Senator asks me whether or not it is cheaper
to the consumer, I can not say, for this redason: I know that the
wholesale price is very much cheaper; and if the retail mer-

chant will gauge his price according to the wholesale price, it
must necessarily be very much cheaper to the consumer,

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then I understand the response of the
Senator to be that when the Danish butter comes into the sea-
ports of the United States it is cheaper than the butter that
meets it in competition there, and that after that the cost of dis-
tribution to the ultimate consumer settles whether or not it will
be cheaper to him. That is about right; is it not?

Mr. McCUMBER. That is right. It brings the price of our
butter down to the price of the Danish butter.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Now, if it be true that the Danish butter
is as good as ours, or better—and the Senator seems to inecline
to the idea that if is better on account of their superior dairy
gkillfulness——

Mr. McCUMBER. No; I have not said that.

Mr. WILLIAMS. And if it be also true that it goes to the
consumer at the point where the consumer meets the foreign
product at a cheaper price, then I should like to know why the
American consumer—the workingnmian in the factory in New
York and in Boston and in Baltimore and in Philadelphia and
in Charleston and in Galveston and in New Orleans—should be
charged a higher price for an equal quality sold at a lower price.

Mr. GRONNA. Mr. President, will the Senator yield for a

question?
Mr. WILLIAMS, Yes.
Mr. GRONNA, I am somewhat surprised that my good

friend from Mississippi will raise this question, when, as a
matter of fact, every year we appropriate large sums of money
to promote the dairy industry in the tick-free areas of the
South. Now, if it is good business to have all our butter im-
ported just because we can furnish our people with cheap butter,
why are we expending all this money in the South to encourage
that industry?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the extirpation of disease
is one thing, and the maintenance of an unfair competition is
another thing; and, as far as I can see, they have nothing to do
with one another. If there has been money appropriated for
the purpose of extirpating the tick disease—which, by the way,
is not confined to the South, ns the Senator would have us
imagine—it is for the purpose of the extirpation of a disease
amongst cattle. That has nothing in the world to do—nothing,
absolutely nothing—with the question of giving a producer of
butter in the State of North Dakota or the State of South
Dakota an advantage over a Danish man who produces a butter
of equal quality at a lower price.

Mr. GRONNA., The Senator is correct in stating that there
are two questions involved. We first appropriate a large sum
of money, and no one has heen more willing to appropriate it
than I since I have been a Member of this body; but, after we
have eradicated the tick, then we encourage the industry of
dairying. The Senator knows that that is true.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Oh, no, Mr. President; I do not know that
the object of that appropriation was to encourage the industry
of dairying. The object of that appropriation was to extirpate
disease, just as the object of an appropriation to meet typhus
fever or yellow fever or the bubonic plague at New York or at
San Francisco is to extirpate disease. That is not the object
of the appropriation at all, and if that had been the object I
never would have voted for it. I never have voted for, and I
never shall vote for, any appropriation the object of which is to
encourage a domestic industry of some sort at the expense of
the general purchasing public.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, the Senator has asked me
a very simple question which I think can be answered very
easily. He asked me, if we could get just as cheap butter and
just as good butter from Denmark, why we should not allow the
consumers in this country to purchase that cheaper butter. I
answer most candidly, for the same reason that we do not
allow those same people in New York to import from Great
Britain free of duty the clothes that they wear, because Great
Britain can make those clothes very much cheaper than we
can; for the same reason that we do not allow them to import
free of duty things that might come in from China and from
Japan that could be manufactured there very much cheaper
than we can manufacture them. We are attempting to get
some compensation for the greater prices which we pay and for
the protection we afford these laborers who are working in the
mills of the East and whose products we must purchase. It is
a simple guestion, I think.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, the Senator from North
Dakota recurs to the only kernel of truth in his argument—the
only kernel of justifinble argumentation, rather; it is not
quite truth. He says that the farmer ought to get even with
the manufacturer. I rather agree with that, but we rather dis-
agree about how he should get even. I think he had better get
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even by repealing the laws that enable the manufacturer to rob
the American public. He seems to think he had better get
even by enabling the farmer to have another law for additional
robbery of the American public.

I do not quite catch the Senator’s argument about clothing.
* My withers are unwrung” I do not believe you ought to put
a tariff tax upon clothing that makes it unduly expensive to
the American public in competition with foreign clothing of
equal guality at a cheaper price. The Senator does not seem
to be capable of understanding quite what I mean., I mean
that there is no right anywhere, at any time, upon any com-
modity, to make the general public pay a higher price in order
to compensate for an inferior quality of goeds or for a superior
price in the home market. I am old-fashioned enough to believe
that the principle of the division of labor is the grandest prin-
ciple ever ammounced to the industrial world, and that the prin-
ciple of the division of labor is not confined to one country,
but spreads all over the world, and that wherever any man any-
where ean by his labor produce a thing of superior quality at a
less price than another man in some other part of the world
ecan produce it, the man who can produce it of superior guality
at a less priee ought to have the market.

I deny that there is any justification for robbing the Ameri-
can public upon Dakota wheatl or upon Mississippl long staple
cotton, owing to the fact that somebody in New York has robbed
the American public on elothes, or on silk, or on manufactured
eotton goods, or on anything else that the Senator can conjure
up. The Senator's whole argument proceeds upon the idea that
God divided this world into a lot of tribal relaticns, and that
ench tribe, earrying on its tribal relations, has to fight the bal-
anee of the world, industrially and otherwvise. That is not true.
That is neither the doctrine of God nor the doctrine of philes-
ophy. Men were created by the Almighty and live now for the
purpose of keeping in amity with one another, and not for the
purpose of keeping in animosity to one another. Industrial hos-
tility is just one measure short of naval and military hostility.
You will never have peace in the world until you cease both
forms of warfare. You might just as well have a tribal god,
as the Germans had, and talk about * unser Gott,” our God, as if
God were peculiar to the German people, as to talk about de-
flecting the eternal laws of supply and demand to suit the tribal
relation, to suit the so-called national interest.

There is but one excuse, Mr. President, for a purely pro-
tective policy, independently of the question of revenue raised
by taxation, and that is the principle that John C. Calhoun laid
down long ago—and I am willing to go to that limit—that
it is justified whenever it is necessary to produce a given article
in oerder to maintain national military defense; and in Calhoun's
day that ameunted to hemp and cordage and ships. In my day
it amounts to chemical dyes and a few other things that are
mostly allied to explosives useful in warfare, As to them it
is justifiable upon the ground that the tribe or the nation, in
its broader sense, may be compelled at some time to defend itself
from forelgn military attacks, and it must have the means
wherewith to defend itself.

There is no other excuse for pure pretectionism—and, mark
you, I do not call it “ proteetion ™; it is protectionism. That is
its proper mame, its right name.

Moreover, Mr. President, no man standing on his two feet
anywhere in the sorld, whether he is speaking as an individual
or a Representative or a Senator or a member of an executive
administration or a Cabinet officer, has any right to demand in
the shape of law any special privilege of any description. All
he has a right to demand is that he shall be allowed a fair
opportunity, an egual opportunity, fair play for himself as a
man, whether speaking individually in his own counfry or
whether speaking as a citizen of his country as against other
countries, and he has no other right in the world.

I absolutely eschew the idea that any man has the right te
return robbery with robbery, with the hope of making an
egual benefit.

Mr. McLLEAN. Mr., President, it cost us §30,000,000,000 to
win the war against Germany in direct expense.

Mr. WILLIAMS. It cost us more than that,

AMr. McLEAN. Then we must add to that the interest on the
funded and {floating debt, which will amount to probably
twenty billion more. We must add fo that the indirect cost
which the American people must suffer during the reconstruoc-
tion period. That will amount to probably as much more. So
we can estimate the cost of the war at between seventy and
ninety billion dollars. It cost us that to save our political
life.
Mr. WILLIAMS. Our political life?

Mr. McLIEAN. Yes; our political independence,

Mr. WILLIAMS. You mean our national life?

Mr. McLEAN. Yes. Does not the Senator think it is worth
while now te preserve the domestic life of the Nation, the indus-
trial life of the Nation?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I would be a mere idiot if I
answered that question in the negative. Of course, it is always
worth while to save the national life of a people. It is always
worth while to save the industrial life of a pecple, because upon
that depends the national life. But the Senator is playing upon
an ambigoons middle, fo express myself in the phraseology of
the old logicians. The Senator wants to tax the American peo-
ple a sufficient amommt of money to recompense the same Ameri-
can people for what they hawve lest in the war. 1Is that what he
is mp to?

Mr, McLEAN. No.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Then what is it?

Mr, McLEAN. I want to tax the American people whatever
may be necessary to preserve the industrial prosperity of the
Nation, and I want to say to the Senator that it will be worth
all that it costs. Honor and liberty and independence are es-
sential; they are nice to have; but they do not pay grocery bills,
they do not buy raiment or shelter, and if it is necessary to tax
the American people in order to preserve profitable employment
for the American people, 1 think the sum well expended.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I understand the Senator
now to plant himself upon the idea that the advocacy of this
bill is for the purpose of maintaining the liberty and independ-
ence—and what else was it of the American people?

Mr, McLEAN. That it cost us something like $80,000,000,000
to preserve our political life and independence; and that now
it is worth while, possibly, to spend a few million dellars to
preserve the industrial life of the Nation.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I see. Now, Mr, President, as I under-
stand the Senator, this bill is to preserve our liberty and our
independence and our industrial life.

Mr. McLEAN. No; the Senator does not understand me. We
have saved our political independence. Now the guestion comes
as to what is going to happen to our industrial life, and I have
suggested to the Senator that it might be worth while to save
that. 8

Mr. WILLIAMS. T think so, too. Mr, President, if I were
not confident that the American peeple were intelligent enough
and already free enough to save their industrial life, I would
sympathize very freely with the Senator from Connecticut, and
I would, furthermere, go a step further, and I would try to
elect a Czar or somebody who conld take care of the American
people. As I understand it now, the object of this bill is to save
our liberty and our industrial independence. Our territorial in-
dependence is now out of the question, as I understand, by the
Senator’s admission. So we are now going to save our liberty.

Mr. President, was there ever uttered, in an nugust body, a
sentence quite equal to a sentence in advocacy of an emergency
tariff bill that sounded in terms of saving our independence and
our industrial life?

Mr. President, what is the industrial life of the American
people? Is it a thing to be secured by legislation?

Mr, McLEAN. It is profitable employment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Isita thing that is created by legislation?
Is it a thing to be perpetuated by legislation?

1s it a thing for peliticians to play with on the floor of the
House of Representatives or the Senate? What is the indus-
trial life of the Nation? It is the industry of the Nation; it is
the savings of the Nation; it is the high moral purpose of the
Nation and of all the people, men and women, coming together,
who form the Nation. And is all this dependent upon an emer-
gency tariflf bill? Does the Senator mean to tell me that the
American people, with their wonderful industry, their still more
wonderful intelligence, and still more wonderful, if possible,
skill, in their varions pursuits, can not create and perpetuate an
industrial life for themselves independent of the legisiation of
the ambassadors of the States gathered together in the Senate
of the United States?

Mr., McLEAN, Ar, President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
sissipp! yield to the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr. WILLIAMS. I yield.

Mr. McLEAN. The Senator is absolutely correct in his
theory of a revenue tariff. There is no question about that.
Free trade, or a revenue tariff, is the golden rule of trade,
just as the injunction that we should love our neighbors as we
love ourselves is the golden rule in the wvery highest conception
of moral philosophy. But the Senator knows we can not have
a literal application of either rule. When Germany smote uvs
on the right cheek with her submarine torpedo we did not torn
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the left. We could not do it, because we all know that when
the right ceases to resist the assaults of evil, the right itself
ceases to exist.

We have spent billions and billions of dollars to defend our
honor, our independence, our national integrity. Now what have
we to face? 1 confess no man knows, but we must protect our
industries against ruinous competition.

) Mr. WILLIAMS. I will fell the Senator what we have to
ace,

Mr., McLEAN. Wait just one minute. If the Senator will
permit me to conclude my thought I will conclude my reply very
shortly. The Senator belongs to the Cobden school ; his notions
are British notions about this matter.

Mr. WILLIAMS. My notions British notions? Bless your
gear heart, my ancestors fought the British before yours came

ere,

Mr. McLEAN. On the question of free trade. Sir Robert
Horne, who is president of the British Board of Trade, delivered
an address the other day in which he said that if Great Britain
purchased of Germany anything other than the raw materials
which they did not provide at home it meant disaster to British
industry.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, that reminds me of the
Sunday school boy who was asked where Pharaoh's daughter
found Moses, and when he said he did not kmow, his Sunday
school teacher told him that she found him in the bullrnshes
down along the Nile, and he said, *That's what she said.”
That may be what that Britisher told you, but that is not true,
and it never was true since the world began.

Mr. President, the Senator tells me that the golden rule and
free trade and a tariff for revenue are all right in theory, but
that they are all wrong in practice. I would like to tell the
Senator something which perhaps he will take the trouble to
write down and memorize later on, and if he does he will be a
very much superior representative as an ambassador of a sov-
ereign State in this angust body. It is that there never was a
practicable and a working practice without a sound theory, and
there never was a sound theory whose following out did not
result in a practieal working basis. Anything else than that
is absolutely unscientific, is absolutely unstatesmanlike,

When I go back to fundamental principles, as I love to go,
and when Senators tell me that it is theory, then I ask them
to expose the fallacy of the theory. But when they admit that
the theory is all right, then they must admit that the practical
outflowing and sequentia of the theory must be all right also.
God has made but one law for the world, moral or industrial.
It is all founded upon a great general principle, a theory, if you
please. Call those who believe in it theorists, if you would,
but there is no working out of any sort of governing machine
except from a sound and true theory. So whenever anybody
admits the theory, he admits all the sequela. So the Senator
has admitted the theory, and that ends it as far as this goes.

Now, to come back to the details of the bill, how is a man
from Dakota ever going to get even with a man from North
Carolina or Massachusetts by coupling one robbery with an-
other? When a man gets up here, as the Senator from North
Dakota says he does, for the purpose of equalizing a robbery,
then "= should equalize the robbery by repealing the former
robhery. If you are honest, that is what you will do; I mean
honest intellectually; I do not mean honest personally. Men
are frequently honest personally who profess the most diver-
zent views. I have a good wife, for example, who believes one
is saved by faith alone in the Presbyterian Church, but still she
insists that I shall have good works every dav in the world.

There is o lot of logic about this thing, understand, but leav-
ing that question out, how can a man be intellectually and logi-
cally honest when he publicly confeses that all he wants to do
is to counteract one robbery by another? Why not do away
with the first robbery?

Now, it is eternally and fundamentally true that no class of
men have a right to prostitute the legislation of a country in
order to put money into their pocketbooks, to prostitute the tax-
ing power of the country in order to make private profit.
There is no getting around that. We have gradually ap-
proached the point where protection must fall because we have
gotten to a point where agriculture is fighting the manufac-
tures, Whenever agriculture suceeeds in pufting a supertax
upon foodstuffs and textile products to supply the bellies and
the backs of mankind, then the balance of the world will rise
up in their strength, as they did in Great Britain against the
corn laws, and will not only destroy the emergency tax bill, if
it is ever put through, but will destroy the whole protective
system, as it ought to do.

Mr. President, the Government possesses certain rights over
the individual. This Government, of which I am a citizen,

possesses certain rights over me. It has the right to everything
I am. It can order me, by draft, into action and have me
shot, and it has a right to do it. It has the right not only to
all I am, but it has the right as to all T have. If it Is neces-
sary for the protection of national independence or the naiional
integrity or the national honor to take all that I own, the Gov-
ernment has the right to it. But the Government has not a
right to one copper penny in my pocket for any other purpose
in the world except for a governmental purpose. Execept for
national defense, whether of liberty or of independence or moral
welfare, it has no right to that penny. Whenever the Govern-
ment asks of me that penny for any other purpose than that,
the Government becomes a tyrant and a robber. When the
Government asks of me that penny in order that some one en-
gaged in a private enterprise of some sort may continue in busi-
ness or make his business more highly profitable than now, the
Government is a highway robber, a thief, a tyrant. It i3
nothing less, for that penny belongs to me.

All T am and all I have belengs to the Government for gov-
ernmental purposes, but nothing that I have belongs to the Gov-
ernment for any other purpose.

People raising long staple cotton come to me now, telling me
that they and I can make a lot of money out of putting a
tariff on Egyptian cotton. Why of course we can. There is
no doubt about that. If we put a high enough tariff on it I
will make from $5 to $10 or $20 a bale, and pocket the proceeds.
If we put a high enough tariff on bananas I ecan raise them in
New Jersey at a dollar a banana, and raise them under glass,
and some infernal fool will come along after a while and point
to me and say, * This is a highly profitable industry, owing to
protection. Here are several capitalists with several million
dollars and here are twentiy-edd thousand laborers employed
at $6 a day, created by protection.” Profitable enterprise? Yes;
profitable to the capital and to the labor perhaps engaged in it,
but very unprofitable to the people who want to buy bananas.
Ba;lanas at that rate will cost about $1.10 apiece, if the duty
is 81.

This all comes back to the moral question, after we are through
with it. Are you willing to rob? Are you willing to prostitute
the law for the benefit of your own pocketbook? If you are a
gentleman, you are not willing to de it; if you are not a gentle-
man, you are. That is all there is to it. There is no other
way out of it. I do not want a dollar that the American Gov-
ernment can give me by law in raising long staple cotton. When
I said I did not want it, perhaps I was foo strong in expression.
Of course, I would like to have it, but I mean I am not willing
to take it that way. That is not all. I am unwilling for my
industry and for my children’s industry and my grandchildren's
industry to rest upon the problematical profits of an industry
that is subject to the whims and caprices and fancies of a lot of
politicians in the two Houses at Washington. If I knew that
I could make $10 a bale on every bale of cotton that I raised,
and if I were immoral enough to be willing to take it in that
way by the prostitution of the public law, I would, as a man
looking to the welfare of my children, still be unwilling to
take it in that way, because I would be unwilling to have
them engaged in an industry whose prosperity depended upon
legislation at Washington.

Mr. SIMMONS. T should have said in the statement which I
made a few moments ago, giving some statistics with reference
to butter, cheese, and condensed milk, that the figures were
for the fiscal year 1920, which ended on the 30th day of June
last. Up to that time, according to the fizures which I gave,
the excess of importations for that fiscal*year of butter were
just 3,000,000 pounds, so that during the fiscal year 1920 there
were added by importations to the stock of butter in this coun-
try e'mctly 3,000,000 pounds, according to the official statisties.

. THOMAS. That would not last the city of New York
more lhan a day.

Mr. SIMMONS. As the Senator from Colorado [Mr. THoMAS]
suggests, that would not last the city of New York for more
than a day.

I have not the figures as to the production of butter for the
year 1920, but I have the figures as to the production of butter
for the year 1910—10 years ago. I assume it is very much
more now than it then was. The production of butter in this
counfry in 1910 was 1,619,000,000 pounds. Assuming that our
production of butter last year was only that amount, there was
added to that stock of butter, by reason of the importations of
butter in 1920, 8,000,000 pounds in excess of the exports.

The Senator from North Dakota says that since the Ist of
July of this year there have been enormous importations of
butter from Denmark and that those importations have been so
great as to endanger the butter industry in this country to the
extent that it is now necessary for us to increase the present
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duty on butter 300 per cent. Mr. President, there was some
investigntion before the Finance Committee of the Senate with
reference to the alleged influx of Danish butter. Some gentle-
men came to us, as is usual when a little more butter or a little
more of any other product is coming into the country tham nor-
mally, with a great scare story—* The importations of butter
pouring into this country from Denmark are so great that it is
likely to reduce the price of the 1,600,000,000 pounds of butter
whiclhh we produce in this country,” to the detriment and ruin
of the domestic producers.

I was present when those witnesses were testifying and I
took occasion to ask them some questions. My impression from:
what I heard was that probably there had been enough butter
imported from Denmark to: last the city of New York about 30
days—for not exceeding 30 days, crediting their whole story—
and that it wounld not, if their story was true; add to the sur-
plus stock in this country exceeding twenty-five or thirty million
pounds. What are 30,000,000 pounds of butter brought in from

abroad compared with an annual production of 2,000,000,000 |

pounds? Is that any reason for this great incrense in: the duty
on butter? Does any Senator of ordinary intelligence in this
Body belleve if 30,000,000 or even 50,000,000 pounds of Butter
are added from abroad fo our stock of practically 2,000,000,000
pounds that it will affect the market price of butter and make

it necessary for us in the interest of the home produet prac- |

tically to exelude all further impertation?

The truth is about this: These industries are constantly om | pr
the lookout for importations, and where importations a little |

out of the ordinary take place they rush, when the Republican
Party is in power, to Congress and ask for additional duties in
order to exclude the product from' this comnfry. If it be neces-
gary to protect this country from the importations from abroad,
then I shall not quarrel with the Senators on the other gide of
the Chamber if they inerease the duty, because I know that is
in accordance with their theory of protection and what the
American producer is entitled to; but I insist that when an
insignficant amount of a product compared with its production
Iere is coming into this country, although it may be increased
in some one year a little above normal, that does not constitute
a reason for coming to Congress and asking for a duty that will
operate as practieally an embargo.

This proposed duty of 8 cents a pound would be prohibitive.
Nobody eontends that Danish butter can be sold in this market
in competition with Amerfcan butter after paying 8 cents a
pound duty. I inguired of ene of the witnesses who came before
our committee if the Danish butter was seld any cheaper than
American bButter could be sold. He s=aid, “ Yes; it sold in New
York somewhat cheaper than American batter.” I asked him,
“Why? Was it because labor is cheaper in Denmark?” He
said, “ Yes, in part; and labor was cheaper in Denmark than in
the United States.” I asked him how about cost of feed prod-
ucts for the milk cattle, comparing the Denmark cost. The
answer was that he did not know exactly the difference in the
cost of feed products, but he said that Denmark purchased a
large part of these feedstuffs from the United States.

Mr. STANLEY, Alr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER, Does the Senator from North
Carolina yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. SIMMONS, I yield.

Mr., STANLEY. At the time feed products were being de-
rived from the distiliation of spirits the great bulk of that dried
feed, dried slops, was shipped from this eountry to Denmark to
feed Danish dairy cows, as well as enormous quantities of ship
stuff, bran, and other mill products.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then the proposition is that we ean not com-
pete in milk and butter products with a foreign country that
has to come to our very doors fo get feed for their cattle that
produce the milk. The contention, Mr. President, is prepos-
terous. I do not wish to elaborate my argument; I de not wish
to discuss this question because I am anxious that we may vote
upon the amendments or upon as many of them as possible this
afternoon, I desire to state to the Senate that we have entered
into an agreement—a gentleman's agreement, I suppose it
would be ealled—with the Senators on the other side that we
are to have a vote on this measure to-morrow; but if we take
up too much time in the discussion of the amendments we will
not have opportunity to discuss the main provisions of the bill

Mr, GRONNA, Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, King In the chair). Does
the Senator from Nerth Carolina yield to the Senator froam
North Daketa?

Mr, SIMMONS. I will yleld in a moment.

So far we have been dealing enly with amendments. After
we get through with the amendments there will necessarily
be some general discussion as to the items in the House bill

that are not covered by the amendments. I hope we may pro-
ceed and be able to vote upon most of the amendments this
afternoon. '

Mr. GRONNA. May I ask the Senator a question now?

Mr. SIMMONS.. Yes.

Mr. GRONNA. Has the Senator in mind the exportation of
butter from various countries? I do not mean for a late perlod
of years, but say, from 1910.

Mr, SIMMONS. Does the Senator mean our exportations?

Mr. GRONNA. No; I mean the exportation of butter from
various foreign butter-producing countries. I have a document
here which I think is germane to the Senator’s statement,

Mr., SIMMONS. No; I will state to the Senator I do not
know how much butter the variors. butter-preducing countries
export to the worll at large, but I do know how much they
export to the United States, or how much they exported to the
United States during the fisecal year 1020. I have given those
statistics taken from Government reports.

Mr. GRONNA. Will the Senator permit me to insert a hrief
’g‘;oeﬁl?nt taken from the * Summary of Tariff Information,
1920

Mr. SIMMONS. Yes; I wish to say to the Senator, however;

|that so far as butter is concerned, we have never been a large

importer of butter.

Mr. GRONNA. No.

Mr. SIMMONS. I think a little more has come in during the
egent fiseal year than is normal.

Mr. GRONNA. But just to show what a tremendous factor
a little country like Denmark is, and other countries, I want to
be permitted to read just a few lines from this report.

Mr. SIMMONS. I do-not think, if the Senater will pardon me,
that we have been heretofore getting much butter from Den-
mark. My impression from what I have heard is that probably
Great Britain controls a large part of the output of the Danish

butter industry, and that the importations into the United

States really come through Great Britain. Great Britain is
doing that because she is pressed to get means with which to

' pay for the things which she is buying from us, and wherever
| she ecan get something that she can send over here and sell to us
| to help pay for the enermous quantity of goods that she is

buying from us in excess of what she sells us, she does it, of
course.
Mr. GRONNA. I find on page 314 of the Summary of Tariff

| Information for 1920 the following:

From 1009 to 1913 this country ranked twelfth among exportin
countries, Denmark averaged 195,530,000 pounds; Russia, 1:50234.005
pounds——

Mr. SIMMONS. The Senator does not mean to say that those
countries have been heretofore exporting to this country any
large amount of butter, does he?

Mr, GRONNA. I could give the Senator the amount which
has been imported inte this country, but I am trying to show
the pessibility of other natiens supplying this country with but-
ter at lower prices, perhaps, than these for which the dairymen
of this country ean produce it.

Mr. SIMMONS. That possibility has existed for the last 10 or
20 years, but it has been a mere possibility during all those
yvears. That possibility ean always exist as to almost any com-
modity that is produced in large quantities in any other
country.

Afr. GRONNA. T should like to be permitted to finish this
short paragraph. I stopped with Russia, T belleve—

Australia, 77,869,000 pouands; the Netherlands, 75,133,000 pounds;
and the United States, 4,125,000 pounds.

The figures represent the average per year of the various coun-
tries named for the four years indicated.

Mr. SIMMONS. Most of the butter produced by Denmark has
heretofore been exported to Great Britain. I do not think we
have heretofore been buying any considerable quantity of butter
from Denmark. We are buying more than usual from Den-
mark at the present time.

Mr. McCUMBER. AMr. President, the Senator just made a
suggestion about trying to get through with the amendments
to-day.

Mr. SIMAMONS. Yes. -

AMr. McCUMBER. I know that there will be considerable dis-
cussion of the amendments which will be offered to-morrow,
and I wish to avoid holding a night session to-morrow night,
beecause of the difficulty of keeping a quorum.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am in hearty sympathy with the Senator
ag to that. :

Mr, McOUMBER. I think if we continue until T o’clock this
evening that we can then be sure to get through some time to-
morrow afternoon without holding a night session to-morrow,”
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Mr. SIMMONS, T had understood that it was the purpose
of the Senator to hold the Semate together until 7 o'clock to-
uight. g

sides.
Mr, SIMMOXNS, Yes.

come, Tennessee, is the largest dairying State in what is knewn
as the South; of course, exclusive of Texas. Dairying is a
great industry in our State. "Its growth in the last fow years
under the present tarll law has been reémarkmble. If is a
growth of which-we are very proud. I do mot see how we could
have increased our dairying interest any fuster than we have
under the present law. 1

I have here some statistics that T should like to give to the

Senate as to the incrense in the dairying interest in Tennessee
| we must necessarily have a greater protection if we are golug

under the present law, without any additional tariff tax:

TEXNESSEE LED AS DATRY STATE—6,028,000 POUKDS OF BUTTER MADE 1N
1920, GAIN OF 58 PER CEXNI.

Tennessoe leads all southern Stotes in dairy Industry, according to
'l;.‘. A, Hutton, dairy speclalist of 1lre division of extenslon, Unlversity of

ennessee,

During the year 1020, 8 new creameries began operation in Tennessee,
making a to of 20 in operation. Approximately 6,028,000 pounds of
butter was made 4n the State doring the year as compared with 8,882,684

unds in 1919, or an Increase for 1920 over 1910 of B8 per cent. The

rooperative creameries made approximately 2,828,000 ?uunds of butter
during the year, or 88 per cent of the total made in the entire Btate,

(‘reamery Eatrons recelved in round numbers $2,803,000 for butter fat
for the 1920 output. Seven of the cooperative creameries handled
1,747 1oms of Teed for thelr patrons ut a saving of $10,552,

lﬂﬁiht cooperative cheese factories are mow in operation and 735,000
ﬁmms of cheese were manufactured doring 1920, These factories are

ying the foundatien for & mew industry in the South,

Over 8, head of Jersey eattle were exported from the State during
the year for breeding and -dalry purposes. The number of dairy cows
in Tennessee has increased from 397,104 in 1010 to 415,129 in 1920,
A total of 250 cows from GO Jemg berds are .on the register-of-merit
test. "Tennessee leads all southern States in mumber of cows on test, as
well as being the greatest dalry State in the South.

I desire to read the fellowing article from the Nashville
Banner:
TENKESSEE CREAMERIES,

In another column on this page Is printed a table showing the amount
of ereamery butter that was manufactored during the past four years
by the creameries -of Tennessee, The figures show a very ﬁm ying
frowtb in the cream industry. The total production in 1917 ‘was

,606,713 pounds. In 1920 it was 6,223,725 pounds. In other words,
the production multiplied nearly fourfold in four years.

Yet the dairy industry in ihe State Is only in the beginning of its
d"ﬂorm“ntiut’ and what is now beiong done is only a suggestion -of its

The present State dalry commissioner, Mr. W. T. Magruder, jr., who
has furnished the statistics here referred to, has been earnest and
assiduous in his attention, not to the strict duties of his office alone,

in promoting an juterest in deiry preduction. He has in this re-
spect brought an inteliigent enthusidism to the sdministration of his
office that has been profitable in creafing a widespread interest in the

industry,

Tenn’eraee creameries will bear much more multiplication stfll, both
in numbers and product. There will be always an ample market for all
ihey may produce. The State, cially the central basin of Middle
Tennessee, is admirably ‘adapted to dairy H!)roducﬂon. Nashville has
four creameries that_the table published to-day shows are growing and
increasing thelr product. One of them has recently greatly increased
its facilities, and possibly the others will do likewise.

More creameries will require more dairy cattle, anfl "Tennessce has
for some years had a re?umtlan for its Jersey herds.

The t!allr{l industry furnishes a means by which the agricultural
growth of the State can be greatly enhanced. Anything that will help
the agricultural growth will add to the gennine prosperity, and the
creamery industry should, therefore, be greatly encouraged. ts growth
promises much for the State’s progress.

Mr. President, if such a condition is true of all the States, if
the butter interests and the dairying interests are increasing at
the rate of 58 per cent all over the country—I have not the fig-
ures from other States; perhaps some are much larger, perhaps
some are smaller—it does not seem to me that there is pn emer-
gency in the butter business and the dairying business, Why
increase this tariff over 800 per cent on butter, with the dairy-
ing interest in the condition that is shown by this report frem
the State of Tennessee? I think an industry that is flourishing
in the way that this industry is flonrishing might well be con-
tent not to raise the price of butter to the American people.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, there is one feature of this
matter of importations which Senators de not seem to take into
consideration at all.

Let us assume that for all of the years prior to this great
war there was no serious competition from Denmark; and dur-
ing the war, of course, there could be no competition from any-
where. During this war we did not need protection against im-
portations at all for anything that I can now recall, because it
was so unsafe for any merchandise to come to this country that
that of itself was a great protection; but this is the situation
now, and I want Senators to look at it in that light:

On account, we will eay, of the vast inflation of money in the
United States, the doubling of the cost of labor in every pro-
ductive field, the cost of production in the United States of a

Mr. MCCUMBER. Yes. I think that willhe agreeable to both-

pound of butter is, say, twice what it was before 1914, The
prices, therefore, have to be twice as much as they were prior
te 1914, in order to enable our people to make g living. Now, if
the other countries of the world had found that their cost of
producfien had increased to the extent of the increase in the

| cost of production in the United States, then the same condition
Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, the State from which I

would apply everywhere, and we would have no greater danger
of excessive importations than we had prior to the war. Asa
matter of foct, however, while our cost of production has
doubled and ftrebled, in many instances, the cost of production
In Denmark and in those other countries is practically the snme
or very nearly the same now as it was prior to the war. The
result is that our higher price opens up an enormous and valu-
able field for importations that did not exist prior to 1914.
Therefore, in order to protect our industries, the products of
which cost us twice as much as they did 5 or 8 or 10 years ago,

to protect them at all. That is the reason why we are asking,
as an emergency matter, a higher tariff than we had prior to
this war,

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr. President, may I ask the Senator a
question?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr. McKELLAR. I have not the figures for the country at
large as to increases or decreases in the dairying industry. Is
the industry in the Senator's part of the country, in the Sen-
ator's Btate and in adjoining States, in a bad way, or is it like
it is in my State, growing and improving and prosperous?
What is its condition in North Dakota, for instance?

Mr., McOUMBER. It is not prosperous to-day. It is not
prosperous anyswhere to-day. Of course, we do not expect any-
thing to be particularly prosperous just at present, with this
peculiar condition.

Mr. McKELLAR. “What are the fizures? Has there been an
inerease or a decrease in the dairying interest in the Northwest
for 19207

Mr. McCUMBER. I think they have kept up very mearly to
a normal condition ; but just at the last of the year, since July,
these vast importations have been coming in. The makers of
butter all over the world have found our prices so much higher
than their home prices that they now can come in and sell at a
profit and still undersell the American prodacer. That is the
situation in a nutshell, ‘and now we are beginning ‘to feel it.
Now the importations are coming in, not 100 per cent greater,
lg;l}: several hunderd per cent greater, than they have ever been

ore.

Mr. McKELLAR. Mr, President, I have had only one re-
quest for an increase in the tariff from my State, which, as I
say, is n great dairying Btate; and therefore I take it from
these figures which I have produced, and which have been sent
to me, that the dairying interest in my State is certainly in a
prosperous condition,

Mr. CALDER. My. President, out of order I ask unanimous
consent to submit o Senate resolution inguiring of the State
Department .concerning the rumors in the newspapers of the
organization of a commisslon to control the Cuban sugar crop.
I ask unanimous consent for its present consideration.

Mr. JONES of -Washington. I shall have to ask that the
resolutien go over.

Mr. CALDER. Then I will withdraw it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Kixg in the chair). Ob-
jection i8 made. The question is on the amendment of the
committee, which will be stated by the Secretary.

The Reavrxe CrErk. On page 5, after line 16, it is proposed
to insert:

21. Butter, and substitntes therefor, 8 cents per pound.

AMr. HARRISON. The yeas and mays have been ordered
on that amendment, have they not?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that they
have not been ordered.

Mr. HARRISON. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to eall the roll.

My, DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I transfer
my general pair with the seulor Semator from Maryland [Mr,
Saarn] te my colleague [Mr. Pace] and will vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. EDGE (when his name was called). Having a general
pair with the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. Owex], I withhold
my vote.

Mr, KNOX (when his name was called). I transfer my pair
avith the senior Senator from Oregon [Mr. CHaMBERLATN] to
the senior ‘Senator from Idaho [Mr. Borar] and will vote. I
vote Y yea.”

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Yowa [Mn
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Cumaxs], T transfer that pair to the senior Senator from
Tennt:see [Mr, SigLps] and will vote. I vote “ nay.”

Mr. WILLIAMS (when his name was called). I transfer
my general pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania
[Mr. Pexrose] to the senior Senator from Texas [Mr, Cur-
BERsox | and will vote. I vote “nay.”

Mr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer
my pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] to the
Senator from Nevada [Mr. Prrraax] and will vote. I vote
“nay.”

Mr. FERNALD. I have a pair with the junior Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. Joaxson]. On this question I understand
that he would vote as I shall vote. I therefore feel at liberty to
vote. 1 vote * yen.”

Mr. LODGE. 1 have a general pair with the genior Sena-
tor from Georgia [Mr. Smrrr]. I think he has not voted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that that
Senator has not voted.

Mr, LODGE. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator from
Maryland [Mr. Fraxce], and will vote. I vote * yea.”

Mr. HARRISON. I desire to announce that the senior Sena-
tor from Alabama [Mr. UNpeswoon] is unavoidably absent. He
is paired with the junior Senator from California [Mr. Jogx-
sox]. If the senior Senator from Alabama were present he
would vote “nay.”

I also desire to announce that the senior Senator from Nevada
[Mr. Prrraan] and the senior Senator from Oklahoma [DMr,
Gore] are absent on official business,

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I have a general pair with the
junior Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsa]. 1 transfer that
pair to the junior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. Jouxson],
and will vote. I vote “ yea.”

Mr. SUTHERLAND (after having voted in the affirmative).
I have a general pair with the senior Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. BeckaaM]. I transfer that pair to the junior Senator
from Towa [Mr. Kexyox], and will allow my vote to stand.

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (after having voted in the
negative). I understand from the calling of the roll that ibe
senior Senator from South Dakota [Mr. StErrane] has not
voted. I have a general pair with that Senator, which I trans-
fer to the senior Senator from Arizona [Mr. Asmugrst], and will
allow my vote to stand.

The result was announced—yeas 39, nays 20, as follows:

YEAS—39.

Ball Frelinghuysen Knox Poindexter
Brandegee Gay La Follette Ransdell
Calder Gooding nroot Sheppard
Capper Gronna L.odge Smoot
Colt - Hale MeCumber Spencer

rtis Jones, N. Mex. McLean Sutherland
Dillingbam Jones, Wash. MeNary Wadsworth
Eilkins Kellogg Moses Warren
Fall Kendrick New Willis
Fernald Keyes Phipps

NAYE—20.
Dial Heflin Reed Thomas
Fletcher King Simmons Trammell
Gerry Kirby Smith, 8, C. Walsh, Mass.
Harris McKellar Stanley Williams
Harrison Pomerene Bwanson Wolcott
NOT VOTING—3T.

Ashurst Henderson Overman Smith, Ga,
Beckham Hitcheock Owen Smith, Md,
Borah Johnson, Calif, Page Sterling
Chamberlain Johnson, 8. Dak. Penrose Townsend
Culberson Kenyon 'helan Underwood
Cummins MeCormick Pittman Walsh, Mont.
Edge Myers [tobinson Watson
France Nelson Sherman
Glass Newberry Shields
Gore Norris Smith, Arlz,

So the amendment of the committee was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the
next amendment.

The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment of the com-
mittee will be found on page 5, line 18. The figure * 22" should
be “21,” and the amendment reads:

21. Cheese, and substitutes therefor, 8 cents per pound.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. McLEAN. I move to amend the rate on cheese to an
ad valorem equivalent of the specific duty, which will make it
23 per cent ad valorem, instead of 8 cents per pound.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator from Connecticut
moves to amend the committee amendment by striking out, on
page 5, line 18, “8 cents per pound ” and inserting in lieu
thereof “23 per cent ad valorem.”

Mr. HARRISON. May I ask the Senator if he has figured
out whether the 23 per cent ad valorem would be less than 8
cents per pound?

Mr. McLEAN. The exact equivalent would be 23.2 per cent.

Mr. HARRISON, What is the object of the amendment,
then, if there is no difference in the rate?

Mr. McLEAN. There are so many varieties of cheese that
it was deemed wiser on the part of parties interested in this
schedule to specify an ad valorem rate, as it is in the existing
%arii’f law. I think it is 20 per cent ad valorem in the existing

aw.

Mr. HARRISON. Will this help the producer or the con-
sumer, may I'ask the Senator from Connecticut?

Mr, McLEAN, Both.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on the amend-
ment fo the amendment,

The amendment to the amendment was agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question now is upon
agreeing to the committee amendment as amended, and upon
that the Senator from North Carolina has demanded the yeas
and nays. .

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the reading clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. EDGE (when his name was called). I transfer my gen-
eral pair with the junior Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. OwEN]
to the junior Senator fromr Vermont [Mr. Pace] and vote “ yea.”

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same
announcement that I made on the last vote, I transfer my pair
with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. SHERMAN] to the
sfauiox; Senator from Nebraska [Mr., HrrcaHcock] and vote
“nay.”

Mr. KNOX (when his name was called). Repeating the state-
ment I made on the last vote as to my pair and its transfer, I
"Dte i -‘,ea.u

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called).
transfer that I made before, I vote * yea.”

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr. Cus-
amiNs], I transfer that pair to the senior Senator from Ten-
nessee [Mr. Saierps] and vote * nay."

Mr. SUTHERLAND (when his name was called). Making
the same announcement as before as to my pair and its trans-
fer, I vote “ yea.”

Mr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from Indiana [Mr. Warsox] to
the Senator from Nevada [Mr., Pirraran] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. SMITH of South Carolina (after having voted in the
negative). I failed to announce that my pair, the senior Sen-
ator fronr South Dakota [Mr. SterLina] is absent, and, making
the same transfer that I made before, I allow my vote to
stand.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I have a pair with the senior Senator from
Pennsylvania [Mr. PeNgose], which I transfer to the senfor
Senator from Texas [Mr. CuLeersoN] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. FERNALD. I have a general pair with the junior Sen-
ator from Sonth Dakota [Mr. Jomxsox], which I transfer to
the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Nersox], and vote
" m.l’

Mr. WARREN. Has the junior Senator from North Carolina
[Mr. OvErMAN] voted?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. He has not,

Mr. WARREN. 1 withhold my vote, as I have a general
pair with that Senator.

Mr., SMOOT. I desire to announce the unavoidable absence
of the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr. Towxsenp]. He has
a general pair with the senior Senator fronr Arkansas [Mr,
RopixsoN].

Mr. HARRISON. T desire fo announce that the Senator from
California [Mr. Jorxsox] is paired with the Senator from Ala-
bama [Mr. UNDERWOOD].

The result was announced—yeas 36, nays 20, as follows:

Making the same

YEAS 36,
Ball Gooding La Follette Phipps
Brandegee Gronna Lenroot Poindexter
Capper Hale Lodge Ransdell
Colt Jones, N, Mex, MeCumber Sheppard
Curtis Jones, Wash, McLean Smoot
Ed Kellogg McNary Spencer
Elking Kendrick Moszes Sutherland
Fernald Keyes New Wadsworth
Gay Knox Phelan Willls
NAYS—20.
Dial Harrison Pomerena Thomas
Fletcher Heflin Reed Trammell
Gerry King Simmons Walsh, Mass.
Glass Kirby Smith, 8, C. Williams
Harris AcKellar Stanley Wolcott
NOT VOTING—40.
Ashurst Culberson Frelinghuysen Johnson, 8. Dak,
Beckham Cummins Gore Kenyon
Borah Dillingham Henderson MeCormick
Calder Fall Hitchecock Myers
Chamberlain France Johnson, Calif, Nelson
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‘Newbe Tenrose Fmith, Ariz. Townsend McCumber New ; Sheppard Wadsworth
Normﬂy I’itrttﬁu Hm.l{?h}: Ga. Underwood McLean Phipps Smgﬁa Willis
Overman Robinson Bmith, Md. Walsh, Mont. McNary Poindexter Spencer
Owen Sherman Sterling ‘Warren Moses Ransdell Sutherland
Page Shields Swanson Watson NAYS—21
agrs':ed t?: amendment of the committee as amended was %'i;}"‘ E%mn o btan ?éﬁﬁa,‘f"“‘
Mr. JONES of Washington. Mr. President, I desire to state | Fletcher King R sony Woleott
on the last vote I yoted, but I understand that the senior Sen- | aFT¥ E:’ﬁhgm g;‘ég'«“s-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Swaxson], with whom I am paired, | Harris Phelan T Trammell
did not vote. He voted on the previous roll call and I supposed NOT VOTING—41
he was still here, I deemed it proper that I shonld make this Ash 5
statement. urst Henderson Overman Stanley
Beckham Hitcheock Owen Sterling
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Secretary will state the | Chamberlain Johnson, Calif. Page Swanson
next amendment. gnlhenon Johnson, 8. Dak. Penrose Townsend
The ASSISTANT SECRETARY. The next amendment of the com- | pEimINE | ., Wash. Eiciman Dncempion
mittee is on page 5, line 19, the numerals “ 23 * should be * 22,7 Edﬁe MeCormick Sherman Warren
aid the amendment proposes to insert the following: % gs;m Shields Watson
22. Milk, fresh, 2 cents per gallon; cream, 5 cents per gallon. Fra]nlflnghuysen Ng:g:", g{:{% é{:"
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to | Gore Norrls Smith, Md.

the committee amendment 23.

Mr. HARRISON, Mr. President, the Senator from Idalo
[Mr. Borar] had an amendment to this subdivision to strike
it out. He is not here. On agreeing to the committee amend-
ment I ask for the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered,

Mr. BRANDEGEE. What is the pending question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair is advised that we
are about to vote on adopting the committee amendment num-
bered 23, which is now numbered 22,

Mr, POINDEXTER. Something was said by the Senator from
Mississippi about a motion te strike it out. Is the vote to be
taken upon a motion to strike it out or upon the commitiee
amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The guestion is on agreeing to
the committee amendment. The Secretary will call the roll.

The reading clerk procecded to call the roll

Mr. FERNALD (when his name was ealled). Making the
same announcement as before, I vote * yea.” T 3

Mr. GLASS (when his name was called). Making the same
announcement as upon the previous vote, I vote “nay." :

Mr. LODGE (when his name was called)., Making the same
gnnouncemeﬂt of my pair and its transfer as before, I vote

yea "

Mr. POMERENE (when his name was called). Again an-
nouncing my pair with the senior Senator from Iowa [Mr.
Cusmamixs], and the transfer of that pair to the senior Senator
from Tennessee [Mr. SamELps], I vote * nay.”

Mr., SMITH of South Carolina (when his name was called).
Making the same announcement as before, I vote * nay.”

Mr, WILLTAMS (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the senior Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. PexnosE]
‘t'o t.he; senior Senator from Texas [Mr. CorsersoN] and vote

nay.”

Mr. WOLCOTT (when his name was called). I transfer my
pair with the Senator from Indiana [Mr, Warsox] to the Sen-
ator from Nevada [Mr. Prrraax] and vote “ nay.”

Mr. ENOX. I again announce my pair with the senior Sen-
ator from Oregon [Mr. CHAMBERLAIN]. Being unable to obtain
a transfer, I withhold my vote,

Mr, JONES of Washington (after having. voted in the affirma-
tive). I have agreed to take care of the Senator from Virginia
[Mr, Swanson] with a pair for the day. Beilng unable to ab-
tain a transfer of that pair, in his gbsence I withdraw my vote.

Mr. WARREN. I am paired with the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Overarax], In his absence, I withhold my vote.

Mr. SUTHERLAND. Making the same announcement that I
did before with reference to my pair, I transfer my pair to the
Senator from Vermont [Mr. Page] and vote *“ yea.”

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have a palr with the senior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Rosixsox]. In his absence, I withhold my
vote.

Mr, CURTIS. 1 desire to announce the following pairs:

The Senator from Illinois [Mr, McCoraricx] with the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. HexXDERSON] ;

The Senator from California [Mr. Jorxsox] wilh the Senator |

from Alabama [Mr. UxpErwoop] ; and

The Senator from Vermont [Mr, DirurxerAaM] with the Sen-
ator from Maryland [Mr. SxrrH].

The result was announced—yeas 34, nays 21, as follows:

YEAS—34.
Dall Curtis Gronna Eenyon
Brandegee Elkins Tiale Leyes
Calder Fernald Jones, N, Mex La Follette
Capper Gay Lellogg snroot
Colt Gooding Kendrick TLodge

So the commitfee amendment was agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. . Mr. President, I think we want to get
through with the committee amendments this afternoon. Our
quorum seems to be rather diminishing, Therefore I move at
this time that when the Senate takes a recess to-day it shall be
to meet at 11 o'clock to-morrow morning,

The motion was agreed to,

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
stated.

The Assistant SeEcrETARY. The next amendment of the com-
mittee is No. 24, inserting lines 21, 22, and 23, on page 5, which
should be numbered 23, as follows:

23. Mllk, preserved or condensed, or sterilized 'hy heathlz or other
processes inc.ludins welght of immediate coverings, 2 per pound ;
sugar of milk, 5 cents per pound.

Mr, SIMMONS. On this question I ask for the yeas and nays,

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. REED. Mr, President, I wish fo inquire how 1ong it is
intended to keep the Senate in session?

Mr, McCUMBER. I think we can get through with the com-
mittee amendments in a few minutes.

Mr. REED. How many more of them are there?

Mr, McCUMBER. I expect then to ask for a recess. I think
we can get through certainly before T o'clock.

Mr. REED. 1 have some remarks that I want to submit on
the bill, and I think they will be very much shorter to-morrow
moming than if they are made to-night. I have been at work
in the Senate and in committee since early this morning, and I
think it is high time for an adjournment or a recess.

Mr, SIMMONS. I will state to the Senator that I think there
are only four or five more commitiee amendments. I do not
imagine that it will take very long to dispose of them. Then
there are a great many amendments offered upon the floor which
will have to be taken up.

Mr. RANSDELL. I was just going to ask the Senator from
North Dakota, in charge of the bill, if we would not have a
chance to offer amendiments that were not reported by the com-
mittee?

Mr. McCUMBER. As soon as we get through with the com-
mittee amendments, my expectation then was to give all day to-
morrow to take up the other amendments and to finish the bill
I hope the Senator will allow us to get through with the com-
mittee amendments to-day. I will say frankly that the reason
why I am desirous is because I think we all want to get through
with the bill to-morrow, and I wish to get through with it with-
]o;:t asking for a night session, We have all been working rather

te,

Mr. REED. We might as'well have a night session as to run
until 7 o'clock, That is to all intents and purposes a night ses-
sion. I am perfectly serious about the proposition. I want to
make a few remarks on this buccaneering expedition before it
ig landed in port. I want to discuss the question before these
amendments are disposed of. 1 think I can do it in a much
shorter time to-morrow morning than I can now when I am very
tired.

Mr. THOMAS. May I suggest to the Senator from North
Dakota that we might take a recess until to-morrow moarning at
10 o'clock?

Mr. McCUMBER. No; it would be impossible, as the Senator
knows, to goet a quorum here at that hour. I ask the Senator
from Nissouri if he can not go on this afterncon and discuss
the amendments? I am exceedingly anxious to get through with
the bill. I will say to the Senator if he does not want to con-
tinue his remarks longer than untll 7 o'clock, I will move a
recess at that time.

The next amendment will be
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Mr. REED. I.am not in such a hurry to pass the bill as is
the Senator in charge of it. I see no occasion for keeping the
Senate in session until supper time has passed. I think we
ought to take an adjournment or a recess now. Some of us
have work to do in committees to-morrow morning that is of
great importance. I should like to have a reasonable amount
of time to take up matters that have to be considered to-morrow
in a committee of which I happen to be a member. I have tried
to be in the Senate, but for three weeks have been kept con-
stantly in attendance upon an investigation of importance before
the Committee on Manufactures.

Before the bill comes to a final vote I want to have something
to say upon it. 1 de not want ever to interfere with the Senator
in charge of the bill. I think it wholly unkind, I will not say
unwarranted, to try to hold the Senate here until 7 o'clock.
The chickens of North Dakota will not suffer very greatly
from competition with the pauper chickens abroad between now
and to-morrow morning. There will be no great amount of
consternation in the barnyards of North Dakota because some
hen has cackled over in Europe or some rooster has crowed in
Canada. It is suggested to me by the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. THomAs] that possibly there is fear that some of the milk
we have been dizscussing this afternoon may sour befween now
and to-morrow morning, It must be remembered that if we
do not get this tariff applied, possibly some of the calves of
Europe may be deprived of their usual evening stipend by
virtue of the fact that the milk is shipped over here for some
American baby to drink. I do not think we will lose any great
amount of time by allowing the bill to lie over until to-morrow
morning.

I move that the Senate do now adjourn.

RECESS.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr, President, will the Senator from Mis-
souri withhold his motion for a moment?

Mr. REED. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER., The Senate has just agreed to a motion
that when the Senate fakes a recess it shall be to meet at 11
o'clock to-morrow morning. 'As the Senator says he is not
prepared and does not wish to go on in view of the lateness of
the hour, will it be satisfactory to the Senator, then, that we
recess now until to-morrow at 11 o'clock?

Mr. REED. Very well.

Mr. McCUMBER. Then I move that the Senate take a recess
until to-morrow morning at 11 o'clock.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6 o'clock and 15 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-morrow, Wednesday,
February 16, 1921, at 11 o'clock a. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Tuespay, February 15, 1921.

The House met at 11 o'clock a. m.

Rev. James Shera Montgomery, D. D., pastor of Calvary
Methodist Episcopal Church, Washington, D. C., offered the
following prayer:

Our Father which art in heaven, be our Father on earth,
for it is g0 hard for us to be always wise. Breathe Thy benedic-
tion upon us, bear with our infirmities, and qualify us for ex-
cellency of service; through Jesus Christ our Lord. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.
CONTESTED ELECTION CASE, FARR AGAINST M'LANE.
Mr. DALLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I am instructed by the
Committee on Elections No. 1 to submit the unanimous report
of that committee in the contested election case of John Il. Farr

against Patrick McLane, tenth congressional district of the_

State of Pennsylvania.
_ Mr, McCLINTIC. Is this a nnanimous report?

Mr. DALLINGER. Unanimous.

Mr. MANN of Illinois. Let us dispose of it.

Mr. DALLINGER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
McLaxg] desires to be present when it is acted on.

NO QUORUM.

Mr. McCLINTIC. I make the point of no quornm present,

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma makes the
point of no quorum present. It is clear that there is no quorum

present.
Mr. MONDELIL. I move a call of the House,
The rotion was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. A call of the House is ordered. The Door-
keeper will close the doors, the Sergeant at Arms will notify
absentees, and the Clerk will call the roll.

The Clerk called the roll, when the following Members falled
to answer to their names:

Andrews, Md. Edmonds Eennedy, Iowa Rainey, Ala.
Andrews, Nebr.,  Ellsworth Kennedy, R. I. Rainey, Henry T,
Ashbrook Einerson Kioncheloe Rainey, John W,
Bacharach Evans, Nev, Kitehin Rantlafl. Calif,
Baer Ferris Kleczka Riddick

Bell Frear Kreider Rilordan
Bland, Mo. Gallagher Langley Robinson, N. C.
Brinson Gallivan Lea, Calif Rowan
Britten Gandy Lesher Sanders, La.
Brooks, a. Ganly Lonergan Sanford
Brumbaugh Gard MceArthur Seully
Burroughs Godwin, N. C. MeDuffie Sears
Campbell, Pa, Goldfogle McGlennon Sells

Candler Goodwin, Ark, MeK! Small

Carew Graham, Pa, McLane Smith, N. Y.
Clark, Fla. Hamill Maher nyder

Clark, Mo. Harrison Mann, 8. C. toll

Classon Hayden Mason Strong, Pa.
Cople Hays ead Sullivan
Costello Holland Merritt Thomas
Cullen Houghton Moon Vare

Currie, Mich. Hudspeth Mooney Venable

Dale Hull, Iowa Moore, Va. Vestal

Davey Hull, Tenn, orin Watkins
Dem?sey Humphreys Mudd Whaley
Dickinson, Mo. Hu . Nelson, Wis. Wheeler
Donovan . James, Mich. O’'Connell White, Me,
Dooling Johnston, N. Y. Patterson Winslow
Doremus Kahn Pell ise
Doughton Kelly, Pa, Perlman Woods, Va
Eagle Kendall Phelan Woodyard

The SPEAKER. On this ecall 304 Members have answered o
their names. A quorum is present.

Mr. MONDELL. I move to dispense with further proceed-
ings under the ecall.

The motion was agreed to.

HEALTH OF MEMBERS.

Mr. REED of New York. DMr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to proceed for one minute with reference to the health of
the Members of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New York asks unani-
mous consent-to proceed for one minute. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. REED of New York. Mr. Speaker, I want to bring a
matter to your attention which I think will be of interest to
every man in this House. It is a lamentable fact that during
this Congress we have had 14 deaths. To-day a small group
of Congressmen have made arrangements with Walter Camp to
speak at 7.30 to-night in the caucus room and give his famous
lecture “ The Daily Dozen.” It is not necessary for me to en-
large upon the great work that he has done for the young man-
hood of this country, and the splendid work that he hLas re-
cently done for the benefit of the boys in the Army. The men
who called this meeting are Messrs, TinsoN, TrEADWAY, LoxNa-
worTH, NEwTOoN, and BrirTEN. You and the members of your
family are invited to attend the meeting. The fact that Mr.
Camp will point out to you how you may keep physically fit
ought to appeal to those of you who are interested in maintain-
ing your health, mental vigor, and general efficiency.

Mr. YATES. Does this invitation include the ladies?

Mr. REED of New York. Yes; and the members of the
family.

Mr. MAPES. At what time?

Mr. REED of New York. At 7.30 p. m,

VALUATION OF THE PROPERTY OF CARREIERS,

Mr. GOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of House joint resolution 472, making an
appropriation to continue the valuation of the property of
carriers.

Mr. BLANTON. Reserving the right to object, I understand
from the chairman of the Appropriations Committee that if this
resolution is passed this same item of a million dollars which
now appears in the deficiency bill will be taken out of that bill
in conference.

Mr, GOOD. That is correct. The deficiency bill which the
House adopted carries an item of $1,000,000 for this purpose,
but the deficiency bill can not pass within the next few days,
and Chairman Clark, of the Interstate Commerce Commission,
advised the committee on yesterday that within 48 hours all of
the funds available for the purpose will be exhausted, and if
this additional fund is not appropriated they will be compelled
to call in their men, and that will entail a considerable ex-
penditure. If this joint resolution is passed, the Senate will
unquestionably pass it to-day, and then the $1,000,000 in the
deficiency bill will be dropped out.
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